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,AKE�4AHOE�IS�GENERALLY�RECOGNIZED�AS�A�NATURAL�RESOURCE�WITHOUT�RIVAL��)TS�EXTRAORDINARY
ALPINE�SETTING�IN�CONJUNCTION�WITH�UNUSUAL�GEOLOGIC�FEATURES�HAVE�RESULTED�IN�A�LAKE�WITH
UNCOMMON�CLARITY��WHICH�IS�WIDELY�RECOGNIZED�AS�ITS�SINGULARLY�UNIQUE�CHARACTERISTIC��4HIS
PEERLESS�NATURAL�SETTING�HAS�RESULTED�IN�OVER��������PERSONS�ELECTING�TO�RESIDE�IN�THE�4AHOE
"ASIN������MILLION�PERSONS�ANNUALLY�VISITING�THE�"ASIN�AND�SEVERAL�HUNDRED�BUSINESSES
LOCATING�IN�THE�REGION��SEEKING�TO�MEET�THE�NEEDS�OF�BOTH�GROUPS��4HROUGH�THE�LEADERSHIP�OF
THE�4AHOE�2EGIONAL�0LANING�!GENCY��420!	��A�BROAD�TECHNICAL�CONSENSUS�HAS�EMERGED�THAT
THE�INTENSE�UTILIZATION�OF�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�HAS�RESULTED�IN�THE�MEASURABLE�DIMINUTION�OF�,AKE
4AHOE S�CLARITY�

4O�FORESTALL�THE�FURTHER�DETERIORATION�IN�THE�ENVIRONMENTAL�QUALITY�OF�,AKE�4AHOE��420!�HAS
IDENTIFIED�A������MILLION�INVESTMENT�PROGRAM��4HIS�PROGRAM��REFERRED�TO�AS�THE
%NVIRONMENTAL�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM��%)0	��HAS�OVER�������PROJECTS�IN�NINE�ENVIRONMENTAL
CATEGORIES��!GAIN��THERE�IS�A�GENERAL�CONSENSUS�WITHIN�THE�"ASIN�COMMUNITY�AND�AMONG
STATE�AND�FEDERAL�OFFICIALS�THAT�THE�PROGRAM�IS�NECESSARY�IF�THE�,AKE�IS�RETAIN�IT�UNIQUENESS�
4O�THIS�END��THE�STATES�OF�.EVADA�AND�#ALIFORNIA�HAVE�ALREADY�MADE�SIGNIFICANT�INVESTMENTS
IN�PRESERVING�THE�BASIN�AND�CONTINUE�TO�SEEK�LONG�TERM�FUNDING�FOR�THE�%)0���4HE�FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT�IS�ALSO�MAKING�EFFORT�TO�PROVIDE�LONG�TERM�CONTRIBUTIONS�TOWARDS�THE
IMPLEMENTATION�OF�THE�%)0���4HE�PRIVATE�SECTOR THE�4AHOE�"ASIN S�BUSINESSES�BOTH�LARGE
AND�SMALL HAS�MADE�FORWARD�PROGRESS�IN�THEIR�EFFORTS�AS�WELL��4HE�RESIDENTS��ACTING�THROUGH
THEIR�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�WITH�JURISDICTION�WITHIN�THE�"ASIN��AND�VISITORS�ARE�ALSO�OBLIGATED�TO
CONTRIBUTE�

4O�ENSURE�THAT�THE�%)0�IS�IMPLEMENTED��A�PARTNERSHIP�HAD�BEEN�FORMED�OF�THE�"ASIN S
BUSINESSES��GOVERNMENT�AGENCIES�DIRECTLY�RESPONSIBLE�FOR�RESOURCE�MANAGEMENT�WITHIN�THE
"ASIN�AND�ENVIRONMENTAL�INTERESTS�CONCERNED�WITH�THE�OVERALL�INTEGRITY�OF�THE�4AHOE
ENVIRONMENT��420!�IS�ACKNOWLEDGED�TO�BE�THE�MANAGING�PARTNER�RESPONSIBLE�FOR
IMPLEMENTING�THIS�COMPLEX�ENTERPRISE��4HE�0ARTNERS�RECOGNIZE�THAT�THE�GREATEST�NEARTERM
CHALLENGE�THEY�FACE�IS�RAISING�THE������MILLION�FROM�THE�"ASIN S�USERS THE�RESIDENTS�AND
VISITORS��(OW�TO�RAISE�THIS�MONEY�IS�AT�THE�INTERSECTION�OF�POLITICS�AND�POLICY��VALUES�AND
BELIEFS��)T�IS�RECOGNIZED�AS�BEING�DIFFICULT�AND�WITHOUT�AN�EASY�PRESCRIPTION�

4HE�0ARTNERS�����LOCAL�ENTITIES�WHO�MADE�A�FINANCIAL�COMMITMENT�TO�THE�REVENUE�STUDY��ARE
A�UNIQUE�FEATURE�OF�THIS�ENGAGEMENT���4HEY�REPRESENT�A�VARIETY�OF�INTERESTS�IN�THE�"ASIN�AND
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WERE�AVAILABLE�TO�THE�CONSULTING�TEAM���)NDEED��SOME�OF�THE�0ARTNERS�WERE�INTERVIEWED
DURING�THE�STUDY�AND�ALL�WERE�INVITED�TO�THREE�WORKSHOPS�THAT�WERE�HELD���4HE�0ARTNERS�WERE
NOT�PASSIVE�PARTICIPANTS��4HEY�MADE�USEFUL�CONTRIBUTIONS�TO�THE�STUDY�AND��AS�WILL�BE
EXPLAINED�LATER��THEY�INSISTED�THAT�THE�RANGE�OF�REVENUE�SOURCES�TO�BE�ANALYZED�BE
EXPANDED���4HE�0ARTNERS�WERE�A�UNIQUE�RESOURCE�AND�POSITIVE�INFLUENCE�ON�THE�CHARACTER�OF
THIS�STUDY�

!RTHUR�"AUER���!SSOCIATES�WAS�RETAINED�BY�420!�TO�IDENTIFY�AN�ARRAY�OF�REVENUE�GENERATING
OPTIONS��DETERMINE�THE�AMOUNT�OF�FUNDS�THEY�WOULD�PRODUCE�OVER�A�DECADE��IDENTIFY�ANY
POSSIBLE�INSTITUTIONAL�AND�LEGAL�CONSTRAINTS�TO�THEIR�IMPLEMENTATION�AND�DETERMINE�THE
ACTIONS�NECESSARY�TO�IMPLEMENT�THE�FUNDING�SOURCES��4HE�OBJECTIVE�OF�THIS�ANALYSIS�WAS�TO
CREATE�A�FOUNDATION�UPON�WHICH�420!�AND�ITS�PARTNERS�COULD�DEVELOP�ALTERNATIVE�FUNDING
STRATEGIES�TO�MEET�THE�OBLIGATIONS�THAT�THE�VISITORS�AND�RESIDENTS�HAVE�TO�FINANCING�THE�%)0�

4HE�%NVIRONMENTAL�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM

4HE�CREATION�OF�THE�%NVIRONMENTAL�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM��%)0	�BY�THE�420!�SEEKS�TO
ACCOMPLISH�THE�GOAL�OF�PRESERVING�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN S�UNIQUE�NATURAL�AMENITIES��4HE�%)0
DOCUMENT�DESCRIBES�PROJECTS��PROGRAMS��STUDIES��PROPOSED�SCHEDULES�AND�REGULATORY
STRATEGIES�FOR�ACHIEVING�THE�ENHANCEMENT�AND�PROTECTION�OF�THE�"ASIN��)T�SERVES�AS�A�REGIONAL
ACTION�PLAN�THAT�WILL�BALANCE�THE�INTERFACE�BETWEEN�NATURE�AND�THE�HUMAN�ENVIRONMENT�

4HE�%)0�IS�A�STRATEGIC�ACTION�PLAN�TO�PRESERVE��RESTORE�AND�ENHANCE�THE�,AKE�4AHOE�2EGION�
4HE�PROGRAM�IS�DEVELOPED�TO�ACHIEVE�THE�ENVIRONMENTAL�THRESHOLD�CARRYING�CAPACITY��%4##	
STANDARDS�REQUIRED�BY�0UBLIC�,AW�������AND�ADOPTED�BY�THE�420!�IN�������.INE�GENERAL
ENVIRONMENTAL�CATEGORIES�ARE�IDENTIFIED�FOR�WHICH�%4##�STANDARDS�ARE�APPLIED��4HE
CATEGORIES�ARE��WATER�QUALITY��SOIL�CONSERVATION��AIR�QUALITY��VEGETATION��FISHERIES��WILDLIFE�
SCENIC�RESOURCES�COMMUNITY�DESIGN��RECREATION�AND�NOISE�

!�CENTRAL�FEATURE�OF�THE�PROGRAM�IS�ITS�RELIANCE�ON�PARTNERSHIPS�WITH�ALL�SECTORS�OF�THE
COMMUNITY��INCLUDING�THE�PRIVATE��COMMUNITY�ORGANIZATIONS��LOCAL�GOVERNMENT��STATE�AND
FEDERAL�GOVERNMENT��WORKING�TOGETHER�THROUGH�A�COORDINATED�AND�INTEGRATED�EFFORT��4HIRTY
FIVE�PUBLIC�AGENCIES�AND�PRIVATE�ENTITIES�HAVE�BEEN�IDENTIFIED�AS�PARTICIPANTS�IN�THE�%)0�

4HE�CURRENT�VERSION�OF�THE�%)0�CONTAINS�OVER������MILLION�IN�SPECIFIC�CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENT
PROJECTS�WILL�BE�IMPLEMENTED�OVER�A�TEN�YEAR�PERIOD��4ABLE�)��SUMMARIZES�THE�PROJECTS�BY
CATEGORY�AND�FUNDING�CONTRIBUTIONS�FROM�THE�VARIOUS�PARTICIPATING�COMMUNITY�SECTORS�
!PPROXIMATELY�����MILLION�IN�RESEARCH�AND�PROGRAM�NEEDS�HAS�ALSO�BEEN�IDENTIFIED��)N
ADDITION��MAINTENANCE�AND�OPERATIONS�COSTS�FOR�THE�PROGRAM�ELEMENTS�ARE�CURRENTLY
ESTIMATED�AT�����MILLION�PER�YEAR�

0RESIDENT�#LINTON�HAS�COMMITTED�THE�FEDERAL�GOVERNMENT�THROUGH�ITS�AGENCIES�WITH
RESOURCES�MANAGEMENT�RESPONSIBILITIES�IN�THE�"ASIN�TO�IMPLEMENTING�THE�%)0��3IMILARLY�
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'OVERNOR�7ILSON�OF�#ALIFORNIA�AND�'OVERNOR�-ILLER�OF�.EVADA�HAVE�RENEWED�3TATE
COMMITMENTS�TO�THE�ATTAINMENT�OF�THE�ENVIRONMENTAL�THRESHOLDS�

4ABLE�)�

3UMMARY�OF�4EN�9EAR�%)0�0ROJECT�#APITAL�.EEDS�!PPORTIONED�BY�#OMMUNITY�3ECTOR

4HRESHOLD�0ROGRAM
&EDERAL

'OVERNMENT
3TATE�OF

#ALIFORNIA
3TATE�OF
.EVADA

0RIVATE
3ECTOR

,OCAL
'OVERNMENT

4/4!,��
�MILLIONS	

7ATER�1UALITY ������ ������ ����� ������ �������� ������

3OIL�#ONSERVATION ���� ���� ���� ��� ���� �����

!IR�1UALITY ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� �����

6EGETATION ���� ��� ��� ��� ��� ����

7ILDLIFE ���� ��� ��� ��� ��� ����

&ISHERIES ���� ���� ��� ��� ��� ����

2ECREATION ���� ���� ��� ���� ��� ����

3CENIC ��� ��� ��� ���� ��� ����

4OTAL ������ ������ ����� ������ ������ ������

4HE�%)0�STRATEGY�IS�DRIVEN�BY�A�SET�OF�CORE�OBJECTIVES�WHICH�PROVIDE�A�FOCUS�FOR
ENHANCEMENT�AND�PROTECTION�OF�NATURAL�RESOURCES�AND�A�MEANS�FOR�LEVERAGING�AGENCY�AND
COMMUNITY�RELATIONSHIPS�TO�CARRY�OUT�THE�PROGRAM���4HE�OBJECTIVES�OF�THE�%)0�ARE�AS�FOLLOWS�

• 4O�PROVIDE�A�MECHANISM�TO�FOCUS�IMPLEMENTATION�EFFORTS�REGIONWIDE�

• 4O�INTEGRATE�AND�ORGANIZE�THRESHOLD�NEEDS�IN�ONE�PLACE�OR�FORMAT�

• 4O�COORDINATE�MULTIPLE�AGENCY�WORK�PROGRAMS�RELATIVE�TO�THRESHOLD
RELATED�OBJECTIVES�

• 4O�FACILITATE�PUBLIC�PRIVATE�PARTNERSHIPS�AND�AGREEMENTS�ON�PRIORITIES�
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• 4O�LEVERAGE�HUMAN��ORGANIZATION�OPERATION��AND�CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENT
RESOURCES�

• 4O�FOSTER�AND�CREATE�LONG�TERM�PROGRAM�INVESTMENT�COMMITMENTS�FROM
ALL�COMMUNITY�SECTORS�PRIVATE��LOCAL�GOVERNMENT��STATE��AND�FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT�

-ETHODOLOGY�/VERVIEW

4HIS�STUDY�INVOLVED�MANY�ACTIVITIES��INCLUDING�MEETINGS�WITH�STAKEHOLDERS��4HOSE
INTERVIEWED�INCLUDED�INDIVIDUALS�REPRESENTING�A�VARIETY�OF�INTERESTS�CONCERNED�WITH�THE
ECONOMIC�AND�ENVIRONMENTAL�WELLING�BEING�OF�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN��/THER�INTERVIEWS�WERE
CONDUCTED�WITH�PUBLIC�OFFICIALSBOTH�ELECTED�AND�ADMINISTRATIVEAT�BOTH�THE�LOCAL�AND�STATE
LEVEL�IN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA��4HROUGHOUT�THE�STUDY�INDIVIDUALS�WITH�SPECIAL�TECHNICAL
KNOWLEDGE�OR�KNOWLEDGE�OF�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�MARKET�WERE�CONSULTED��&INALLY��THE
CONSULTANTS�REMAINED�IN�CLOSE�CONTACT�WITH�THE�420!�STAFF��!�SUMMARY�OF�OUR�ACTIVITIES
INCLUDED�THE�FOLLOWING�

• )NTERVIEWED����STAKEHOLDER�AND�PUBLIC�OFFICIALS�

• #ONSULTED�WITH����TECHNICAL�EXPERTSTHE�MAJORITY�OF�WHOM�WERE�FROM�LOCAL
AGENCIESFOR�DATA�INPUT��%ACH�LOCAL�EXPERT��BOTH�IN�THE�PRIVATE�AND�PUBLIC�SECTORS�
PROVIDED�KEY�DATA�FOR�FORMULATING�THE�ASSUMPTIONS�THAT�WENT�INTO�GENERATING�THE
QUANTITATIVE�REVENUE�ESTIMATES�

• #ONSULTED�WITH�3TATE�OFFICIALS�IN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA��FEDERAL�OFFICIALS��AS�WELL
AS�INDIVIDUALS�FROM�PRIVATE�FIRMS�AND�LOCAL�AGENCIES�OUTSIDE�THE�,AKE�4AHOE
"ASIN�2EGION�FOR�INFORMATION��)N�ADDITION��SIGNIFICANT�INFORMATION�WAS�COLLECTED
AND�REVIEWED�FROM�OVER����PUBLIC�DOCUMENTS�PUBLISHED�BY�LOCAL�AND�STATE
AGENCIES�SUCH�AS�420!��#ALTRANS��3TATE�OF�.EVADA��VISITOR�BUREAUS�IN�THE�"ASIN
AND�THE�FEDERAL�%NVIRONMENTAL�0ROTECTION�!GENCY�

• 2EVIEWED�REVENUE�SOURCES�

• #ONSULTED�WITH�STUDY�FUNDING�PARTNERS��INCLUDING�HOLDING�THREE�WORKSHOPS�

• #ONDUCTED�THREE�FOCUS�GROUPS��ONE�IN�3ACRAMENTO�THAT�INCLUDED�DAY�AND
OVERNIGHT�VISITORS�AND�SECOND�HOME�OWNERS��AND�TWO�IN�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�WITH
SELECT�GROUPS�OF�RESIDENTS�

• #ONDUCTED�A�PUBLIC�OPINION�SURVEY�OF�4AHOE�"ASIN�RESIDENTS��$RAWING�ON�THE
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FINDINGS�OF�THE�FOCUS�GROUPS��DISCUSSIONS�WITH�420!�STAFF�AND�THE�PRELIMINARY
FINDINGS�OF�THE�FUNDING�ANALYSIS��A�QUESTIONNAIRE�WAS�PREPARED�FOR�ADMINISTRATION
BY�TELEPHONE�TO�A�VALID�SAMPLE�OF�����PERSONS�RESIDING�IN�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN���4HE
RESULTS�OF�THE�PUBLIC�OPINION�SURVEY�ARE�CONTAINED�IN�A�SEPARATE�REPORT�	

4HESE�ACTIVITIES�ALLOWED�!RTHUR�"AUER���!SSOCIATES�TO�GAIN�CONSIDERABLE�FAMILIARITY�WITH
"ASIN�ISSUES��AND�TO�LEARN�THE�PERSPECTIVES�OF�THE�VARIOUS�INDIVIDUALS�AND�ORGANIZATION�THAT
HAVE�A�STAKE�IN�THE�IMPLEMENTATION�OF�THE�%)0�

0RINCIPLE�&INDINGS

4HIS�STUDY�IDENTIFIED�AND�ANALYZED�TWENTY�REVENUE�SOURCES�THAT�COULD�BE�USED�TO�FORMULATE
A�STRATEGY�TO�FUND�THE�%NVIRONMENTAL�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM��4HE�RESULTS�OF�THE�ANALYSIS�ARE
FOUND�IN�SUMMARY�FORM�BELOW�IN�4ABLE�)���4HE�REMAINING�CHAPTERS�OF�THE�REPORT�CONTAIN
THE�DETAIL�FINANCIAL�AND�INSTITUTIONAL�ANALYSIS�

4ABLE�)�

4EN�9EAR�'ROSS�2EVENUE�%STIMATE�BY�3OURCE

3OURCE )NCREMENT�OF�4AX��&EE�OR
#HARGE�ABOVE�#URRENT

2ATE

���9EAR�2EVENUE�4OTAL

"ASINWIDE�3ALES�4AX }�PERCENT �������������
"ASINWIDE�&UEL�4AX ��������GALLON ���������
"ASIN�)MPACT�&EE �����VEHICLE �����������

4/4�ON�VISITOR�
ACCOMMODATIONS

��PERCENT �������������

4/4�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND
26�PARKS

���PERCENT
��PERCENT�3,4�


���������

0ARKING�#HARGES �����VEHICLE ����������
%NTERTAINMENT�4AX ��PERCENT ����������
3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE ���������VEHICLE�

 ����������
-AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE �����PERSON ���������

"OAT�&UEL�4AX ��������GALLON ��������������
2EGISTERED�"OAT�&EE ������YEAR ���������
,AUNCH�&EE �����LAUNCH ���������
3LIP���"UOY�&EE ������YEAR ���������

&IRE�3UPPRESSION ������PARCEL ������������
!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS
�NON�RESIDENTIAL��NONOPEN�SPACE
PARCELS�ONLY	

������PARCEL �������

!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS� ������PARCEL ����������
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4ABLE�)�

4EN�9EAR�'ROSS�2EVENUE�%STIMATE�BY�3OURCE

3OURCE )NCREMENT�OF�4AX��&EE�OR
#HARGE�ABOVE�#URRENT

2ATE

���9EAR�2EVENUE�4OTAL

�2ESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�ONLY	

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�
.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES

�����REGISTRATION ������������

'AS�4AX�IN�.ORTHERN
#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES

��������GALLON �����������

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�
.EVADA�#OUNTIES

�����REGISTRATION ���������

'AS�4AX�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES ��������GALLON ����������

.OTES�


� !����4/4�RATE�IS�APPLIED�TO�SITES�IN�THE�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�SINCE�4/4�IS�ALREADY�BEING
COLLECTED���!LL�OTHER�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS�ARE�ASSESSED�A�����4/4�RATE�



��!����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�IS�FOR�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE��AND�A����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�IS�FOR
%MERALD�"AY���!�����ANNUAL�PASS�IS�ALSO�ASSUMED�
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4HE�EXTENSIVE�NUMBER�OF�ONEONONE�INTERVIEWS�CONDUCTED�DURING�THIS�STUDY�SERVED�TO
FAMILIARIZE�THE�CONSULTING�TEAM�WITH�THE�ISSUES�IN�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�FROM�A�VARIETY�OF
PERSPECTIVES��4HE�INFORMATION�AND�INSIGHTS�GAINED�FROM�THE�INTERVIEWS�AIDED�IN�REFINING�THE
PROJECT�OBJECTS�AND�DETERMINING�THE�FINAL�CANDIDATE�REVENUE�SOURCES�

)NSIGHTS�FROM�THE�)NTERVIEWS

!S�A�RESULT�OF�THE�INTERVIEWS�WE�LEARNED�THE�FOLLOWING�

• )T�IS�WIDELY�RECOGNIZED�THAT�THERE�IS�A�RELATIONSHIP�BETWEEN�THE�QUALITY�OF�THE
ENVIRONMENT��ESPECIALLY�THE�CLARITY�OF�,AKE�4AHOE��AND�THE�ECONOMIC�HEALTH�OF
HE�4AHOE�"ASIN�

• !UTOMOBILE�TRAFFIC�AND�THE�STREET�AND�HIGHWAY�NETWORK�ARE�CONSIDERED�BY�MOST
INTERVIEWED�AS�HAVING�A�SERIOUSLY�DEGRADING�IMPACT�ON�THE�ENVIRONMENT�OF�THE
4AHOE�"ASIN�

• 4HERE�IS�A�COMMITMENT�TO�MAKE�TRANSIT�ALTERNATIVES�FOR�VISITORS�AND�RESIDENT�TO
WORK�AND�A�WILLINGNESS�TO�EXPERIMENT�WITH�DIFFERENT�FORMS�OF�TRANSIT�SERVICES�AND
INSTITUTIONAL�ARRANGEMENTS�TO�PROVIDE�THOSE�SERVICES�

• )T�IS�RECOGNIZED�THAT�THE�FEDERAL�GOVERNMENT�AND�THE�STATES�OF�.EVADA�AND
#ALIFORNIAN�ARE�MAKING�SUBSTANTIAL�COMMITMENTS�TO�THE�%)0�PROGRAM�

• .EVADA�IS�RECOGNIZED�AS�HAVING�MADE�SUBSTANTIAL�STATE�COMMITMENT�TO
IMPROVING�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�THROUGH�THE�ENACTMENT�OF�TWO�STATEWIDE�BOND
MEASURES�AND�THAT�#ALIFORNIA�HAS�DEMONSTRATED�A�COMMITMENT�FOR�IMPROVING�THE
QUALITY�OF�4AHOE S�ENVIRONMENT�THROUGH�THE�4AHOE�#ONSERVANCY�
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• -ANY�ARE�FEARFUL�THAT�THE�ADDED�TAX�BURDEN�AND�THE�ADDED�COST�TO�THE�PRIVATE
SECTOR�FOR�FUNDING�THE�%)0�WILL�PRICE�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN� OUT�OF�THE�MARKET �
-OREOVER��THERE�IS�A�PERCEPTION�THAT�TAXES��DEVELOPMENT�FEES�AND�OTHER�SIMILAR
GOVERNMENT�IMPOSTS�ARE�HIGHER�THAN�IN�MOST�COMMUNITIES�

• 4HE�REDEVELOPMENT�EFFORTS�OF�THE�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE��AND�THE�PARTNERSHIP
BETWEEN�THE�BUSINESSES�IN�4AHOE�#ITY�AND�THE�LOCAL�AGENCIES�TO�FINANCE�AND
DEVELOP�THE�4AHOE�#ITY�5RBAN�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM�ARE�SUGGESTED�AS�MODELS
FOR�EFFECTIVE�PUBLICPRIVATE�PARTNERSHIPS�

• 4HE�INCREASE�IN�DAY�USERS�DUE�TO�POPULATION�GROWTH�IN�THE�NEARBY�COUNTIES�OF
7ASHOE��#ARSON�#ITY��$OUGLAS��%L�$ORADO��0LACER�AND�3ACRAMENTO�IS�CHANGING
THE�ECONOMICS�OF�TOURISM�IN�THAT�THE�REVENUE�GENERATED�PER�VISITOR�IS
SUBSTANTIALLY�LESS�THAN�THE�REVENUE�GENERATED�BY�THE�OVERNIGHT�VISITOR�

• $AY�USERS�ARE�PERCEIVED�AS�A�PRIME�CONTRIBUTOR�TO�EXCESSIVE�TRAFFIC�AND�PARKING
PROBLEMS�

• )T�IS�RECOGNIZED�THAT�THERE�IS�A�TENSION�BETWEEN�THE�NEED�FOR�DEVELOPING
ADDITIONAL�DESTINATIONORIENTED�ACTIVITIES�TO�ATTRACT�MORE�LONGTERM�VISITORS�AND
IMPROVING�THE�QUALITY�OF�THE�"ASIN S�ENVIRONMENT�

• ,OCAL �IS�A�COMPLEX�TERM�IN�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�WHEN�DISCUSSING�RAISING�REVENUES
FROM�THE�LOCAL�ECONOMY���%VERYONE�AGREED�IT�INCLUDED�PERMANENT�RESIDENTS��BUT
THERE�WAS�AN�UNCERTAINTY�REGARDING�THE�CONTRIBUTION�THAT�THEY�SHOULD�MAKE�TO�THE
%)0��-OST�INTERVIEWED�WOULD�AT�SOME�POINT�INCLUDE�SECOND�HOMEOWNERS�AS
HAVING�AT�LEAST�A� LOCAL�INTERESTS �IN�THE�"ASIN��BUT�BECAUSE�MOST�ARE�NOT�LOCALLY
REGISTERED�TO�VOTE��THEY�WERE�NOT�CONSIDERED�LOCAL�IN�THE�SENSE�OF�RESIDENTS�
/THER�SUGGESTED�THAT�PERHAPS�THE�TERM� LOCAL �REALLY�INCLUDED�VISITORS�AND
RESIDENTS��0ERSONS�WITH�THIS�PERSPECTIVE�ARGUED�THAT�BOTH�RESIDENTS�AND�VISITORS
ARE�ATTRACTED�TO�THE�"ASIN�DUE�TO�ITS�PHYSICAL�BEAUTY�

• 3OME�SUGGESTED�THAT�ELEMENTS�OF�THE�%)0�FUNDING�PROGRAM�SHOULD�BE�USED�TO
INFLUENCE�THE�BEHAVIOR�OF�HOW�PEOPLE�INTERACT�OR�USE�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�
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0ROJECT�/BJECTIVES

4HESE�INTERVIEWS�ALLOWED�US�TO�REFINE�OUR�OPERATING�OBJECTIVES�FOR�THE�STUDY�PRIOR�TO
BEGINNING�THE�ANALYSIS�OF�REVENUE�SOURCES��4HE�OPERATING�OBJECTIVES�THAT�WERE�USED�FOR�THE
ANALYSIS�ARE�THE�FOLLOWING�

• !CHIEVE�A�TENYEAR�TARGET�OF�APPROXIMATELY������MILLION�FOR�THE�%)0�FROM�LOCAL
AND�VISITOR�SOURCES�

• 0RODUCE�A�REASONABLY�PREDICTABLE�STREAM�OF�REVENUE�

• +EEP�COST�OF�COLLECTION�AND�ADMINISTRATION�RELATIVELY�MODEST�WHEN�COMPARED�TO
THE�REVENUES�GENERATED��AND

• &OCUS�ON�RAISING�REVENUE�FOR�FUNDING�THE�%)0��NOT�CHANGING�BEHAVIOR�TOWARD�THE
USE�OF�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN S�RESOURCES�

4HE�SELECTION�OF�OBJECTIVES�ESTABLISHED�A�FRAMEWORK�FOR�CONSIDERING�THE�MERITS�OF�THE
REVENUES�
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�� 3%,%#4)/.�/&�2%6%.5%3

)N�ADDITION�TO�THE�OBJECTIVES��!RTHUR�"AUER���!SSOCIATES�DEVELOPED�A�SET�OF�PRINCIPLES�TO�AID
IN�FURTHER�REFINING�THE�SELECTION�OF�FUNDING�SOURCES��4HESE�PRINCIPLES�WERE�DERIVED�FROM�THE
INTERVIEWS�WITH�STAKEHOLDERS�AND�FROM�OUR�EXPERIENCE�WITH�EVALUATING�FUNDING�SOURCES�IN
CONJUNCTION�WITH�OTHER�COMPLEX�INVESTMENT�PROGRAMS��4HE�PRINCIPLES�ARE�

• 4AX�REVENUES�MUST�SUPPORT�CLEARLY�IDENTIFIED�PROJECTS�

• 0ROJECTS�MUST�HAVE�CLEARLY�RECOGNIZABLE�BENEFITS�

• !�RELATIONSHIP�MUST�EXIST�BETWEEN�THOSE�WHO�PAY�FOR�PUBLIC�IMPROVEMENTS�AND
THOSE�BENEFIT�

• !�COOPERATIVE�RELATIONSHIP�AMONG�GOVERNMENTS�AND�BETWEEN�GOVERNMENT�AND
THE�PRIVATE�SECTOR�IS�NECESSARY�

3CREENING�OF�2EVENUE�3OURCES

4WENTY�REVENUE�SOURCES�WERE�SELECTED�FOR�ANALYSIS��4HESE�SOURCES�WERE�SELECTED�FROM�AN
ARRAY�OF�TAXES��FEES�AND�CHARGES�THAT�COULD�BE�IMPOSED�BY�GOVERNMENT�IN�SOME�FASHION��4HE
PROCESS�FOR�DEFINING����CANDIDATE�FUNDING�SOURCES�WAS�ESSENTIALLY�ONE�OF�ELIMINATION��&IRST�
THE�PROPERTY�TAX�WAS�REMOVED�FROM�CONSIDERATION��0ROPOSITION����AND�RELATED�LAWS�IN
#ALIFORNIA�ELIMINATE�THIS�SOURCE�FROM�BEING�A�VIABLE�REVENUE�SOURCE�

&EES�AND�EXACTION�RELATED�TO�DEVELOPMENT�WERE�NOT�INCLUDED�IN�THE�ANALYSIS��4HE�REASON�FOR
THIS�IS�THAT�420!�AND�THE�LOCAL�AGENCIES�IN�THE�"ASIN�ARE�ALREADY�COLLECTING�REVENUES�FROM
THIS�SOURCE�AND�THAT�A�GOOD�DEAL�OF�THE�REVENUE�IS�COMMITTED�TO�%)0�PROJECTS�

4AXES�RELATED�TO�PERSONAL�INCOME�WERE�EXCLUDED�BECAUSE�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�IN�#ALIFORNIA
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DO�NOT�GENERALLY�COLLECT�SUCH�TAXES�AND�THE�3TATE�OF�.EVADA�DOES�NOT�HAVE�AN�INCOME�TAX�
)N�ADDITION��IT�WOULD�BE�DIFFICULT�TO�COLLECT�AT�THE�LOCAL�OR�REGIONAL�LEVEL�

#ONSIDERABLE�THOUGHT�WAS�GIVEN�TO�TAXES�AND�CHARGES�LEVIED�ON�PRODUCTS�THAT�CONTRIBUTE�TO
THE�DEGRADATION�OF�THE�,AKE�4AHOE�ENVIRONMENT��ESPECIALLY�FERTILIZERS��!FTER�RESEARCHING�THIS
CONCEPT�WE�CONCLUDED�THAT�ALTHOUGH�FERTILIZERS�AND�SIMILAR�PRODUCTS�ARE�CLEARLY
CONTAMINANTS��THE�COLLECTION�OF�A�FEE�OR�TAX�AT�THE�LOCAL�LEVEL�IN�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�COULD
EASILY�BE�AVOIDED�BY�SIMPLY�BUYING�THE�PRODUCT�OUTSIDE�THE�"ASIN��!�MORE�FEASIBLE�WAY�OF
COLLECTING�A�TAX�ON�THIS�AND�OTHER�SIMILAR�PRODUCTS�IS�AT�THE�SOURCE�OF�PRODUCTION�OR�THE�FIRST
POINT�OF�DISTRIBUTION��4HIS�IS�GENERALLY�THE�APPROACH�USED�FOR�COLLECTING�THE�GALLONAGE�TAX�ON
GASOLINE��!LTHOUGH�A�TAX�OR�CHARGE�ON�PRODUCTS�OF�THIS�TYPE�MAY�BE�APPROPRIATE��THE�STATES
ARE�A�BETTER�VENUE�TO�LEVY��COLLECT�AND�DISTRIBUTE�THE�REVENUES�FROM�A�TAX�OF�THIS�TYPE�

$ISCHARGE�FEES�WERE�EXCLUDED�FOR�AT�LEAST�THIS�ANALYSIS�SINCE�THERE�IS�NO�DIRECT�DISCHARGE�OF
WASTE�INTO�THE�,AKE�AND�BECAUSE�OF�THEIR�USE�FOR�IMPROVING�EXISTING�FACILITIES�EMPLOYED�TO
TRANSPORT�WASTE�OUT�OF�THE�REGION��/THER�SUGGESTED�TAXES��FEES�AND�CHARGES�WERE�EXCLUDED
BECAUSE�THEY�WERE�CONSIDERED�DIFFICULT�TO�ADMINISTER�OR�THAT�THE�REVENUES�GENERATED�WERE
INSUFFICIENT�

#ANDIDATE�2EVENUE�3OURCES

!S�A�RESULT�OF�THIS�SCAN�AND�IN�CONSULTATION�WITH�THE�PROJECT S�0ARTNERS��THE�FOLLOWING
REVENUE�SOURCES�WERE�SELECTED�FOR�ANALYSIS�

• "ASINWIDE�SALES�TAX�

• "ASINWIDE�GAS�TAX�

• "ASIN�)MPACT�&EE�COLLECTED�AT�THE�SEVEN�GATEWAYS�TO�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�

• 4RANSIENT�OCCUPANCY�TAX�ON�HOTELS��MOTELS��AND�RENTAL�HOMES�

• 4RANSIENT�OCCUPANCY�TAX�ON�PUBLIC�AND�PRIVATE�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�RECREATIONAL
VEHICLE�FACILITIES�

• %NTERTAINMENT�TAX�

• 3CENIC�VIEW�FEE�

• 0ARKING�FEE�
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• -AINTAINED�TRAIL�FEE�

• 0ARCEL�FEE�FOR�FIRE�PROTECTION�REFORESTATION�

• 0ARCEL�FEE�FOR�CURBS�AND�GUTTERS�ON�RESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�

• 0ARCEL�FEE�FOR�CURBS�AND�GUTTERS�ON�NONRESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�

• 'AS�TAX�IN�TWELVE�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�COUNTIES�FROM�WHICH�POLLUTION�IS
TRANSPORTED�TO�THE�"ASIN�AND�IN�WHICH�DAY�USERS�RESIDE�

• 6EHICLE�REGISTRATION�FEE�IN�TWELVE�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�COUNTIES�FROM�WHICH
POLLUTION�IS�TRANSPORTED�TO�THE�"ASIN�AND�IN�WHICH�DAY�USERS��RESIDE�

• 'AS�TAX�IN�THREE�.ORTHERN�.EVADA�COUNTIES�IN�WHICH�DAY�USERS��RESIDE�

• 6EHICLE�REGISTRATION�FEE�IN�THREE�.ORTHERN�.EVADA�COUNTIES�IN�WHICH�DAY�USERS
RESIDE�

• "OAT�&UEL�TAX�

• "OAT�REGISTRATION�FEE�

• "OAT�LAUNCHING��FEE��AND

• "OAT�SLIP�AND�BUOY�FEE
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�� 2EVENUE�'ENERATING�!BILITY
OF�3ELECTED�&UNDING�3OURCES

)N�THIS�SECTION�OF�THE�REPORT�THE�REVENUE�GENERATING�CAPACITY�OF�THE�TWENTY�FUNDING�SOURCES
IS�ANALYZED��0RIOR�TO�INITIATING�THE�ANALYSIS��A�SUMMARY�IS�PROVIDED�OF�LOCAL�ACTIVITIES
CURRENTLY�OCCURRING�IN�THE�"ASIN�THAT�ARE�FUNDING�%)0�PROJECTS��4HIS�DISCUSSION�OF�"ASELINE
2EVENUES�IS�FOLLOWED�BY�THE�ANALYSIS�OF�THE�FUNDING�SOURCES�

"ASELINE�2EVENUES

4HE�CAPITAL�PROJECTS�IN�THE�%)0�THAT�ARE�AT�OR�NEAR�THE�IMPLEMENTATION�PHASE�AND�FUNDED
FROM�CURRENT�REVENUE�SOURCES�BY�THE�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�WITH�JURISDICTION�IN�THE�"ASIN�ARE
IDENTIFIED�BELOW���4HESE�REVENUES�AND�PROJECT�TOTALS�PROVIDE�A�BASELINE�FIGURE�THAT�CAN�BE
USED�TO�REFINE�THE�BALANCE�NEEDED�IN�LOCAL�FUNDS�FOR�THE�REMAINING�%)0�PROGRAM��"ELOW�IS�A
DESCRIPTION�OF�THE�FUNDING�SOURCES�OR�CAPITAL�PROJECTS��3OME�OF�THESE�EXPENSES�MAY�NOT�BE
DIRECTLY�ATTRIBUTABLE�TO�THE�%)0�BUT�WERE�CITED�BY�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�AS�ONGOING�FUNDING
NEEDS�

• 420!�ASSESSES�MITIGATION�FEES�ON�DEVELOPMENT�IN�THE�BASIN���4HE�MITIGATION�FEES
INCLUDE�WATER�QUALITY��AIR�QUALITY�AND�WETLAND�RESTORATION�FEES���4HE�FEES�ARE�NOT
TECHNICALLY�COLLECTED�BY�420!��BUT�ARE�KEPT�IN�THE�RESERVES�OF�THE�COUNTIES�WHERE
THE�DEVELOPMENT�OCCURS��AND�ARE�USED�IN�THE�RESPECTIVE�COUNTY�FOR�MITIGATION
PROJECTS���4HE�ESTIMATED�BALANCE�AVAILABLE�FROM�THESE�SOURCES�IS�APPROXIMATELY
�����MILLION�

• 4HE�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�IS�USING�FUNDS�PRIMARILY�FROM�#ALIFORNIA
TRANSPORTATION�SOURCES�FOR�CONSTRUCTING�SEVERAL�%)0�PROJECTS���"ETWEEN������AND
������3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�IS�FUNDING������MILLION�IN�%)0�PROJECTS�IN�THE�#ITY���4HEY
INCLUDE��SIGNAL�MODIFICATION�AT�3KI�2UN�"OULEVARD��"IJOU�AREA�WATER�QUALITY
PROJECT��%AST�0IONEER�4RAIL�WATER�QUALITY�PROJECT��3IERRA�4RACT�2ESIDENTIAL�WATER
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QUALITY�PROJECT��AND�4ROUT�#REEK0IONEER�TO�"LACK�"ART�3TREAM�%NVIRONMENTAL
:ONE�RESTORATION�

• 4HE�CITY�ALSO�UNDERTAKES�ANNUAL�MAINTENANCE�OF�STREETS���(OWEVER��DUE�TO
FUNDING�CONSTRAINTS�THE�CITY�HAS�INDICATED�THAT�IT�IS�ON�A����YEAR�LIFECYCLE�FOR�STREET
OVERLAYS��GENERALLY��TIMELY�OVERLAY�MUST�BE�DONE�BETWEEN�EVERY����AND���
YEARS	��3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�SPENDS�ABOUT������MILLION�PER�YEAR�ON�ALL�MAINTENANCE
WORK�IN�THE�CITY��EXCLUDING�SNOW�REMOVAL�

• $OUGLAS�#OUNTY�HAS�SEVERAL�PROJECTS�IN�THE�BASIN�FOR�IMPLEMENTATION�IN�ITS�FISCAL
YEAR��������ADOPTED�CAPITAL�BUDGET��4HE�PROJECTS�INCLUDE�EROSION�CONTROL�
WATER�TREATMENT��AND�MASS�TRANSPORTATION�IMPROVEMENTS�FOR�THE�4AHOE$OUGLAS
4RANSPORTATION�$ISTRICT���4OGETHER�THE�PROJECTS�COST�APPROXIMATELY������MILLION�

• 4AHOE�#ITY�0UBLIC�5TILITY�$ISTRICT�SPENDS�APPROXIMATELY����������ANNUALLY�ON
ENVIRONMENTAL�IMPROVEMENT�OR�ENHANCEMENT�PROJECTS���4HEY�INCLUDE�EROSION
CONTROL��STABILIZATION��TRAILS��BEACHES��PARK�FACILITIES��PUMP�STATION�RELOCATIONS�AND
OTHER�ENHANCEMENT�PROJECTS�

• 0LACER�#OUNTY�HAS�UNDERTAKEN�THE�4AHOE�#ITY�5RBAN�)MPROVEMENT�0ROJECT�
WHICH�INCLUDES�PROJECTS�IN�4AHOE�#ITY�SUCH�AS�HIGHWAY�RECONSTRUCTION��TWO�OFF
STREET�PARKING�LOTS��SIDEWALKS��CURB�AND�GUTTER��STORM�DRAINAGE��STORM�WATER
TREATMENT��PONDS�AND�WETLANDS���4OTAL�PROJECT�COST�IS�ABOUT�������MILLION���4HERE
ARE�TWO�PHASES�FOR�THIS�IMPROVEMENT�PROJECT��WITH�THE�FIRST�PHASE�COMPLETED�IN
SUMMER�OF��������0ROJECTS�FOR�THE�FIRST�PHASE�INCLUDED�STORM�WATER�COLLECTION�
PONDS�AND�WETLANDS���4HE�SECOND�PHASE�WILL�INCLUDE�THE�OTHER�IMPROVEMENT
PROJECTS�AND�SPAN�OVER�A�THREEYEAR�CONSTRUCTION�SEASON�

4HE�4AHOE�#ITY�5RBAN�)MPROVEMENT�0ROJECT�IS�FUNDED�FROM�NUMEROUS�SOURCES�
4HEY�INCLUDE��#ALIFORNIA�4AHOE�#ONSERVANCY��5NITED�3TATES�&OREST�3ERVICE�
&EDERAL�4RANSPORTATION�%NHANCEMENT�FUNDS��#ALTRANS��.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE�2ESORT
!SSOCIATION��4AHOE�#ITY�0UBLIC�5TILITIES�$ISTRICT��420!��PROPERTY�OWNERS��0LACER
#OUNTY�2EDEVELOPMENT��AND�MISCELLANEOUS�#OUNTY�SOURCES�

• 0LACER�#OUNTY�IS�ALSO�ACTIVE�IN�PROVIDING�VARIOUS�EROSION�CONTROL�PROJECTS���4HE
0UBLIC�7ORKS�DEPARTMENT�BUDGETS�APPROXIMATELY������MILLION�ANNUALLY�TO
DELIVER�EROSION�CONTROL�PROJECTS�ON�THE�.ORTH�3HORE���4HIS�AMOUNT�IS�IN�ADDITION
TO�THE�AMOUNT�FOR�THE�4AHOE�#ITY�5RBAN�)MPROVEMENT�0ROJECT�

• 4HERE�ARE�OVER�����MILES�OF�COUNTY�ROADS�TO�MAINTAIN�IN�THE�4AHOE�DISTRICT�OF
0LACER�#OUNTY���$UE�TO�LIMITED�FUNDING�FOR�MAINTENANCE�IN�THE�BASIN�AREA��THE
COUNTY�CAN�NOT�MEET�THE�PROPER�LIFECYCLE�FOR�OPERATIONS�AND�MAINTENANCE�NEEDS�
7ITH�THE�FUNDS�AVAILABLE�FOR�SEALING�WORK��0LACER�#OUNTY�SPENDS�ABOUT��������
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ANNUALLY�ON�THESE�EFFORTS�

• 0LACER�#OUNTY��ON�BEHALF�OF�THE�.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE�2ESORT�!SSOCIATION��BEGAN
COLLECTING�A���PERCENT�INCREASE�IN�THE�TRANSIENT�OCCUPANCY�TAX�IN�THE�#OUNTY
STARTING�IN�/CTOBER��������4HE�REVENUES�ARE�DEDICATED�TO�A�SERIES�OF
INFRASTRUCTURE�PROJECTS�THAT�ARE�BEING�CONSTRUCTED�OR�HAVE�BEEN�APPROVED�ON�THE
NORTH�SHORE��4HE�PROJECTS�INCLUDE�THE�4AHOE�#ITY�5RBAN�)MPROVEMENT�0ROJECT�
PARK�AND�RIDE�LOTS�AT�3UNNYSIDE��BIKE�TRAILS�AT�3QUAW�AND�IN�4AHOE�#ITY��A
MILEPOST�AND�PUBLIC�ACCESS�SIGNAGE�PROGRAM��AND�THE�INTERMODAL�TRANSIT�CENTER�IN
4AHOE�#ITY���4HE�POTENTIAL�+INGS�"EACH�SIDEWALK�PROGRAM�MAY�ALSO�BE�FUNDED
FROM�THIS�SOURCE��4HE�4/4�INCREASE�SUNSETS�IN�SIX�YEARS��DURING�WHICH
APPROXIMATELY����MILLION�IS�FORECASTED�TO�BE�GENERATED�

• 7ASHOE�#OUNTY��.EVADA�$EPARTMENT�OF�4RANSPORTATION��AND�PRIVATE�PROPERTY
OWNERS�ARE�ENGAGING�IN�A�BEAUTIFICATION�PROGRAM�IN�THE�CASINO�AREA�IN�#RYSTAL
"AY��3IDEWALKS��STREET�LIGHTING��TREE�PLANTING��AND�SOME�STORM�WATER�TREATMENT
COMPRISE�MANY�OF�THE�PROJECTS���4HE�BEAUTIFICATION�PROGRAM�WILL�COST�����
MILLION�

• 3OUTH�4AHOE�0UBLIC�5TILITY�$ISTRICT�SPENDS�APPROXIMATELY����������ON
ENVIRONMENTAL�PROJECTS��INCLUDING�PUMP�STATIONS�AND�STREAM�ENVIRONMENTAL�ZONE
RESTORATION�ON�THE�5PPER�4RUCKEE�2IVER�

• 4HE�#OORDINATED�4RANSIT�3YSTEM��#43	�IS�A�PUBLICPRIVATE�PARTNERSHIP�BETWEEN
LOCAL�AGENCIES�AND�PRIVATE�ENTITIES�IN�THE�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�AREA�TO�PROVIDE
ADDITIONAL�FUNDING�FOR�COORDINATED�TRANSPORTATION�IN�THE�CORE�AREAS��4HE�#43
FUNDS�ALSO�ALLOW�MAJOR�DEVELOPMENT�PROJECTS�TO�PROCEED��INCLUDING�THE�3KI�2UN
AND�0ARK�!VENUE�REDEVELOPMENT�PROJECTS��THE�(EAVENLY�3KI�2ESORT�-ASTER�0LAN
AND�THE�3OUTH�4AHOE�0UBLIC�5TILITY�$ISTRICT�&UTURE�3EWER�#ONNECTIONS��4HE�#43
HAS�AVAILABLE�IN�ITS�MITIGATION�FUND�ABOUT����������AT�THE�BEGINNING�OF������
4HE�AMOUNT�IS�APPROXIMATELY�HALF�OF�THE�SYSTEM S�REVENUE�GOAL�

4HE�SUMMATION�OF�CURRENT�FUNDING�FOR�THE�%)0�IMPLEMENTATION�OF�SEVERAL�CAPITAL�PROJECTS�AS
WELL�AS�IDENTIFIED�ONGOING�FUNDING�NEEDS��AS�DESCRIBED�ABOVE��IS�������MILLION��)T�MUST�BE
MADE�CLEAR�THAT�THE�AMOUNT�IS�COMPRISED�OF�A�MIX�OF�FEDERAL��STATE�AND�LOCAL�REVENUE
SOURCES���4ABLE���SUMMARIZES�THIS�FUNDING�
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4ABLE��

3UMMARY�OF�#URRENT�%)0
&UNDING�BY�,OCAL�!GENCIES

,OCAL�!GENCY 2EVENUES 0URPOSE

#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE
4AHOE

���������� %)0�0ROJECTS�
/PS���-AINT�

$OUGLAS�#OUNTY ����������� %)0�0ROJECTS

0LACER�#OUNTY ���������� %)0�0ROJECTS

7ASHOE�#OUNTY ����������� %)0�0ROJECTS

4AHOE�#ITY�05$ ������������ %)0�0ROJECTS
!NNUALLY

3OUTH�4AHOE�05$ ������������ %)0�0ROJECTS
!NNUALLY

#OORDINATED�4RANSIT
3YSTEM�-ITIGATION
&UND

������� !VAILABLE�&UNDS

420!�-ITIGATION�&EES ����������� !VAILABLE�&UNDS

.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE
2ESORT�!SSOCIATION

����������� &ORECASTED
!VAILABLE�&UNDS

'RAND�4OTAL �����������
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$ESCRIPTION�OF�0OTENTIAL�,OCAL�2EVENUE�3OURCES

4HE�TWENTY�REVENUE�MECHANISMS�IDENTIFIED�AS�POTENTIAL�REVENUE�SOURCES�FOR�FUNDING�THE
LOCAL�OBLIGATION�FOR�THE�%)0�WERE�ORGANIZED�INTO�THE�FOLLOWING�FIVE�BROAD�CATEGORIES�OF
INCIDENCE��4HIS�IS�DONE�TO�BETTER�UNDERSTAND�WHERE�THE�GREATEST�BURDEN�WOULD�REST�FOR
PAYING�TAXES��FEES�OR�ASSESSMENTS��4HE�CATEGORIES�ARE�

• "ASINWIDE

• 6ISITOR�/RIENTED

• 7ATER�2ECREATION�/RIENTED

• 0ROPERTY�/WNER�/RIENTED

• )NTER2EGIONAL

7ITHIN�EACH�CATEGORY�ARE�VARIOUS�POTENTIAL�REVENUE�SOURCES���4HE�REVENUE�SOURCES�INCLUDE�
UNDER�THEIR�RESPECTIVE�CATEGORY�

"ASINWIDE

• 3ALES�4AX

• &UEL�4AX

• "ASIN�)MPACT�&EE

6ISITOR�/RIENTED

• 4RANSIENT�/CCUPANCY�4AX

• 0ARKING�CHARGES

• %NTERTAINMENT�4AX

• 3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE

• -AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE
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7ATER�2ECREATION�/RIENTED

• "OAT�&UEL�4AX

• 2EGISTERED�"OAT�&EE

• ,AUNCH�&EE

• 3LIP���"UOY�&EE

0ROPERTY�/WNER�/RIENTED

• 0ARCEL�&EE�FOR�&IRE�0ROTECTION

• 0ARCEL�&EE�FOR�#URBS��'UTTERS�AND�$RAINS

)NTER2EGIONAL

• 6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA

• &UEL�4AX�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA

4HE�POTENTIAL�REVENUES�GENERATED�FROM�THESE�SOURCES�WOULD�PROVIDE�A�LOCAL�MATCH�REQUIRED
FOR�THE�%)0�PROGRAM��4ABLE���IDENTIFIES�THE�REVENUE�GENERATED�BY�EACH�SOURCE�

%ACH�POTENTIAL�REVENUE�SOURCE�WAS�ANALYZED�FOR�ITS�REVENUE�PRODUCING�CAPABILITIES��&OR
SIMPLICITY�REASONS��ASSUMPTIONS�WERE�MADE�AS�TO�THE�INCREASE�IN�THE�TAX�OR�FEE�IN�ORDER�TO
DEMONSTRATE�THE�POTENTIAL�REVENUES�THAT�COULD�BE�GENERATED���)N�ADDITION��THE�TAX�OR�FEE�RATE
ASSUMPTIONS�WERE�MADE�TO�PROVIDE�ADEQUATE�REVENUE�GENERATION�TO�MEET�THE�REQUIREMENTS
OF�THE�%)0�PROGRAM���(OWEVER��IN�THE�DESCRIPTION�OF�THE�REVENUE�SOURCES�FOUND�BELOW��A
RANGE�OF�FEES�AND�TAXES�FOR�EACH�FUNDING�SOURCE�AND�THEIR�REVENUE�ESTIMATES�IS�SHOWN��4HE
FULL�QUANTITATIVE�METHODOLOGY�AND�SUPPORTING�MATERIALS�OF�THE�REVENUE�PROGRAM�CAN�BE
FOUND�IN�THE�!PPENDIX��WHICH�IS�A�SEPARATE�VOLUME�

4HE�REVENUES�FORECASTED�FOR�EACH�SOURCE�ARE�INDEPENDENT�OF�EACH�OTHER���)N�OTHER�WORDS�
THE�REVENUE�TOTAL�FROM�A�POTENTIAL�SOURCE�IS�NOT�DEPENDENT�ON�THE�OUTCOME�OF�THE�REVENUE
TOTAL�FROM�ANOTHER�SOURCE��4HEREFORE��EACH�REVENUE�SOURCE�CAN�BE�ANALYZED�INDEPENDENTLY�
ALTHOUGH�IT�MAY�LIKELY�BE�NECESSARY�TO�EXAMINE�SEVERAL�SOURCES�AS�A�PACKAGE�TO�ARRIVE�AT�THE
REQUIRED�FUNDING�NEEDS�OF�THE�LOCAL�SHARE�OF�THE�%)0�
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4HE�REVENUES�IN�4ABLE���ARE�ARRANGED�ACCORDING�TO�THE�FIVE�BROAD�CATEGORIES��4HE�TABLE
SHOWS�EACH�LOCAL�REVENUE�SOURCE�AND�THE�ASSUMED�INCREMENTAL�FEE�OR�TAX��4HE�TENYEAR
REVENUE�ESTIMATE�IS�INCLUDED�FOR�EACH�FUNDING�SOURCE�AS�WELL�AS�THE�SUMMATION�OF�EACH
BROAD�CATEGORY���4HE�ESTIMATES�ARE�GROSS�REVENUES��MEANING�THAT�THE�ASSOCIATED�CAPITAL�AND
OPERATIONS�AND�MAINTENANCE�EXPENSES�HAVE�NOT�BEEN�DEDUCTED��!DMINISTRATIVE�AND�COST
ISSUES�ARE�ADDRESSED�IN�THE�NEXT�#HAPTER�
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4ABLE��

4EN9EAR�'ROSS�2EVENUE�%STIMATE�BY�3OURCE

3OURCE )NCREMENT�OF�4AX��&EE�OR
#HARGE�ABOVE�#URRENT

2ATE

���9EAR�2EVENUE�4OTAL

"ASINWIDE�3ALES�4AX }�PERCENT �������������
"ASINWIDE�&UEL�4AX ��������GALLON ���������
"ASIN�)MPACT�&EE �����VEHICLE �����������

4/4�ON�VISITOR�
ACCOMMODATIONS

��PERCENT �������������

4/4�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�
26�PARKS

���PERCENT
��PERCENT�3,4�


���������

0ARKING�#HARGES �����VEHICLE ����������
%NTERTAINMENT�4AX ��PERCENT ����������
3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE ���������VEHICLE�

 ����������
-AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE �����PERSON ���������

"OAT�&UEL�4AX ��������GALLON ��������������
2EGISTERED�"OAT�&EE ������YEAR ���������
,AUNCH�&EE �����LAUNCH ���������
3LIP���"UOY�&EE ������YEAR ���������

&IRE�3UPPRESSION ������PARCEL ������������
!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS�
�NONRESIDENTIAL��NONOPEN�
SPACE�PARCELS�ONLY	

������PARCEL �������

!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS�
�2ESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�ONLY	

������PARCEL ����������

#ONTINUED�ON�NEXT�PAGE
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4ABLE��

4EN9EAR�'ROSS�2EVENUE�%STIMATE�BY�3OURCE
CONTINUED

3OURCE )NCREMENT�OF�4AX��&EE�OR
#HARGE�ABOVE�#URRENT

2ATE

���9EAR�2EVENUE�4OTAL

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�
.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES

�����REGISTRATION ������������

'AS�4AX�IN�.ORTHERN�
#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES

��������GALLON �����������

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�
.EVADA�#OUNTIES

�����REGISTRATION ���������

'AS�4AX�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES ��������GALLON ����������

.OTES�


� !����4/4�RATE�IS�APPLIED�TO�SITES�IN�THE�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�SINCE�4/4�IS�ALREADY�BEING
COLLECTED���!LL�OTHER�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS�ARE�ASSESSED�A�����4/4�RATE�



��!����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�IS�FOR�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE��AND�A����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�IS�FOR
%MERALD�"AY���!�����ANNUAL�PASS�IS�ALSO�ASSUMED�

%ACH�REVENUE�SOURCE�IS�DESCRIBED�BELOW��FOLLOWED�BY�A�RANGE�OF�POSSIBLE�GROSS�REVENUE
ESTIMATES�FROM�EACH�SOURCE�

"ASINWIDE

'ENERAL�3ALES�4AX� �!�GENERAL�SALES�TAX�INCREASE�OF�A�SPECIFIED�PERCENTAGE��E�G��}�PERCENT	
WOULD�BE�APPLIED�WITHIN�THE�ENTIRE�BASIN�ON�RETAIL�SALES���!�QUARTER�PERCENT�TAX�WOULD�RAISE
APPROXIMATELY�����MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A�HALF�PERCENT�TAX�WOULD�RAISE
APPROXIMATELY�����MILLION��/NE�PERCENT�WOULD�RAISE�ABOUT�����MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS�

&UEL�4AX� �!�FUEL�TAX�INCREASE�ON�A�PER�GALLON�BASIS�WOULD�BE�ASSESSED�AT�EACH�SERVICE
STATION�IN�THE�BASIN��WITH�THE�EXCEPTION�OF�NONGASOLINE�AND�NONDIESEL�FUEL�STATIONS��I�E�
PROPANE�OUTLETS	��AND�FUELING�STATIONS�AT�BOATING�FACILITIES�SUCH�AS�-ARINAS��&UELING�STATIONS
AT�BOATING�FACILITIES�ARE�ADDRESSED�UNDER�THE�WATER�RECREATION�ORIENTED�REVENUE�SOURCES���!
ONECENT�FUEL�INCREASE�WOULD�GENERATE�ABOUT������MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A�TWOCENT
INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION�
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"ASIN�)MPACT�&EE� �)T�IS�IMPORTANT�TO�DISTINGUISH�THAT�THIS�FEE�IS�NOT�AN�ENTRANCE�FEE�TO�USE�OR
TRAVEL�THROUGH�THE�BASIN��2ATHER�IT�IS�A�USERTYPE�FEE�TO�MITIGATE�THE�ENVIRONMENTAL�IMPACTS
THAT�EACH�VEHICLE�CAUSES�IN�THE�BASIN�FROM�ITS�PASSAGE��WHETHER�THE�VEHICLE�IS�DESTINED�FOR
THE�,AKE�OR�IS�TRAVELING�THROUGH�

&ROM�A����FEE�FOR�VISITORS�AND����CENTS�FOR�RESIDENTS�PER�TRIP��APPROXIMATELY�����MILLION�CAN
BE�RAISED�OVER�TEN�YEARS��!����FEE�FOR�VISITORS�AND����FOR�RESIDENTS�WOULD�GENERATE�ABOUT
�����MILLION���!����FEE�FOR�VISITORS�AND����FOR�RESIDENTS�WOULD�RAISE�APPROXIMATELY�����
MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS�

6ISITOR�/RIENTED

4RANSIENT�/CCUPANCY�4AX� �!N�INCREASE�IN�THE�TRANSIENT�OCCUPANCY�TAX��4/4	�WOULD�BE
ADDED�TO�THE�CURRENT�4/4�RATES�FOR�VISITOR�ACCOMMODATIONS�THROUGHOUT�THE�BASIN���4HE
CURRENT�4/4�RATES�ARE�����PERCENT�IN�THE�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�����PERCENT�IN
REDEVELOPMENT�AREAS�OF�THE�CITY	����PERCENT�IN�$OUGLAS�#OUNTY����PERCENT�IN�)NCLINE��AND���
PERCENT�IN�0LACER�#OUNTY�

!�4/4�MAY�ALSO�BE�LEVIED�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS�IN�THE�BASIN���4HE�TAX��SIMILAR�TO
MOTELS�AND�HOTELS��WOULD�BE�BASED�ON�THE�NUMBER�OF�NIGHTS�STAYED���#URRENTLY��THE�#ITY�OF
3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�IMPOSES�A����PERCENT�4/4�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS�WITHIN�THE
CITY��LIMITS�

"Y�ASSUMING�A���PERCENT�4/4�INCREASE�FOR�HOTELS��MOTELS�AND�RENTAL�PROPERTIES��AND�A��
PERCENT�4/4�ON�CAMP�GROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS��APPROXIMATELY�����MILLION�COULD�BE�RAISED
OVER�TEN�YEARS��(OTELS��MOTELS�AND�RENTAL�PROPERTIES�WOULD�ACCOUNT�FOR����PERCENT�OF�THE
4/4�REVENUES���&ROM�A���PERCENT�4/4�INCREASE�ON�HOTELS��MOTELS�AND�RENTAL�PROPERTIES�
COUPLED�WITH�A����PERCENT�4/4�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS��OVER�����MILLION�COULD�BE
RAISED�

0ARKING�#HARGE� �!�PARKING�CHARGE�WOULD�BE�PLACED�ON�ALL�PARKING�SPACES�AT�RECREATIONAL
AND�ENTERTAINMENT�FACILITIES�THAT�ATTRACT�VISITORS��4HE�FACILITIES�INCLUDE�BEACHES��CASINOS��SKI
RESORTS��SCENIC�POINTS�AND�TRAILHEADS�AT�STATE�PARKS���!����FEE�PER�PARKING�SPACE�WOULD
GENERATE������MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A����FEE�WOULD�GENERATE�ABOUT������MILLION���!
���FEE�PER�SPACE�WOULD�GENERATE�������MILLION�

%NTERTAINMENT�4AX� �!�PERCENTAGE�TAX�WOULD�BE�PLACED�ON�ALL�TRANSACTIONS�RELATING�TO
RECREATION�AND�ENTERTAINMENT���4HESE�TRANSACTIONS�INCLUDE�BIKE�AND�WATERCRAFT�RENTALS�
CRUISES��SKIING�AND�EVENING�SHOWS�AT�CASINOS���4HIS�TAX�IS�SIMILAR�TO�A�GENERAL�SALES�TAX��BUT
IS�LIMITED�TO�RECREATION�AND�ENTERTAINMENT���!���PERCENT�ENTERTAINMENT�TAX�WOULD�RAISE
APPROXIMATELY�����MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS���!���PERCENT�TAX�WOULD�GENERATE�ABOUT�����
MILLION�
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3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE� �4HE�CONCEPT�IS�TO�CHARGE�A�FEE�PER�VEHICLE�AT�TWO�OF�THE�BASIN S�MOST
POPULAR�DAYUSE�DESTINATIONS��%MERALD�"AY�AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE���!����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�AT
&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�AND�A����FEE�PER�VEHICLE�AT�%MERALD�"AY��IN�CONJUNCTION�WITH�A�����ANNUAL
PASS��WOULD�RAISE�����MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS���!�DOLLAR�INCREASE�AT�BOTH�LOCATIONS�COUPLED
WITH�A�����ANNUAL�PASS�WOULD�GENERATE�ABOUT�����MILLION�

-AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE� �!�SURCHARGE�WOULD�BE�ASSESSED�ON�A�PER�PERSON�BASIS�DURING�CHECK
IN�AT�2ANGER�3TATIONS�FOR�A�USE�PERMIT���4HE�FEE�WOULD�BE�APPLIED�AT�TRAILHEADS�AT�3TATE�0ARKS
AND�5NITED�3TATES�&OREST�3ERVICE�,ANDS��INCLUDING�TRAILS�AT�3POONER�,AKE��%MERALD�"AY�AND
&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE���!����PER�PERSON�FEE�WOULD�GENERATE����MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A���
FEE�WOULD�GENERATE����MILLION�

7ATER�2ECREATION�/RIENTED

"OAT�&UEL�4AX� �3IMILAR�TO�THE�BASINWIDE�GAS�TAX��THIS�TAX�WOULD�BE�PLACED�ON�FUEL
CONSUMED�AT�FUELING�STATIONS�GEARED�PRIMARILY�FOR�WATERCRAFT�SUCH�AS�AT�MARINAS���4HE�FUEL
TAX�WOULD�BE�ON�A�PER�GALLON�BASIS���!�FIVECENT�TAX�INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE����������OVER�TEN
YEARS��WHILE�A�TENCENT�INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION�

2EGISTERED�"OAT�&EE� �!N�ADDITIONAL�FEE�WOULD�BE�LEVIED�ANNUALLY�ON�BOATS�REGISTERED�IN�THE
BASIN���!����ADDITIONAL�FEE�WOULD�GENERATE����������OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A�����FEE�WOULD
GENERATE�A�LITTLE�OVER����MILLION�

,AUNCH�&EE� �!�FEE�WOULD�BE�ASSESSED�FOR�EACH�WATERCRAFT�LAUNCHED�INTO�THE�,AKE���4HERE
ARE�APPROXIMATELY��������WATERCRAFT�LAUNCHES�ANNUALLY���!����PER�LAUNCH�FEE�WOULD�RAISE
OVER����������OVER�TEN�YEARS���!����FEE�WOULD�GENERATE������MILLION�

3LIP���"UOY�&EE� �4HIS�SOURCE�WOULD�IMPOSE�AN�ANNUAL�FEE�ON�ALL�PUBLIC�AND�PRIVATE�SLIPS�
BUOYS�AND�PIER�MOORINGS���4HERE�ARE�APPROXIMATELY�OVER�������MOORING�DEVICES�ON�THE
,AKE���!�����ANNUAL�FEE�ON�ALL�MOORINGS�ON�THE�LAKE�WOULD�GENERATE������MILLION�OVER�TEN
YEARS���!�����ANNUAL�FEE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION��WHILE�A�����ANNUAL�FEE�WOULD�RAISE�����
MILLION�
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0ROPERTY�/WNER�/RIENTED

0ARCEL�&EE� �!�FEE�ON�EACH�PARCEL�WOULD�PROVIDE�REVENUE�FOR�SUCH�USES�AS�FOREST�FUEL
REDUCTION��AND�CURBS�AND�GUTTER�AROUND�COMMERCIAL�AND�RESIDENTIAL�USES��'ENERAL�PARCEL
TYPES�INCLUDE�RESIDENTIAL��TOURIST��COMMERCIAL��RECREATION��GOVERNMENT�AND�OPEN�SPACE�
4HE�PARCEL�FEE�WOULD�NOT�APPLY�TO�PUBLICLY�OWNED�OPEN�SPACE�AND�GOVERNMENT�PARCELS���!
����ANNUAL�PARCEL�FEE�ON�ALL�PARCELS�EXCEPT�PUBLIC�PARCELS�WOULD�RAISE�ABOUT�������MILLION
OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A�����ANNUAL�FEE�WOULD�RAISE�����MILLION���!�����PARCEL�FEE�ON
RESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�ONLY�WOULD�RAISE�A�LITTLE�UNDER����MILLION��WHILE�A�����ANNUAL�FEE�WOULD
RAISE�������MILLION�

)NTER2EGIONAL

)T�IS�SHOWN�FROM�SCIENTIFIC�DATA�THAT�OUTSIDE�SOURCES�OF�POLLUTION�CONTRIBUTE�TO�THE
ENVIRONMENTAL�ISSUES�PRESENT�IN�THE�BASIN��!IR�POLLUTANTS�ARE�BLOWN�OVER�THE�MOUNTAINS�INTO
THE�WATERSHED�AND�MAY�EVENTUALLY�FIND�THEMSELVES�IN�THE�,AKE���4HEREFORE��THE�FOLLOWING
INTERREGIONAL�REVENUE�SOURCES�ARE�PRESENTED�IN�AN�ATTEMPT�TO�CAPTURE�A�SEGMENT�OF�THE
POPULATION�IN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA�THAT�CONTRIBUTE�TO�THE�PROBLEMS�FACING�,AKE�4AHOE�

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES� �!N�ADDITIONAL�ANNUAL
REGISTRATION�FEE�WOULD�BE�ADDED�TO�EXITING�FEES�FOR�MOTORIZED�VEHICLES�IN����NORTHERN
#ALIFORNIA�COUNTIES���4HE����COUNTIES�WOULD�INCLUDE�THE�NINE�"AY�!REA�COUNTIES��3AN
&RANCISCO��3AN�-ATEO��3ANTA�#LARA��!LAMEDA��#ONTRA�#OSTA��3ONOMA��-ARIN�AND�.APA	��AND
THE�COUNTIES�OF�3ACRAMENTO��%L�$ORADO�AND�0LACER��!����REGISTRATION�FEE�INCREASE�WOULD
GENERATE�������MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A����INCREASE�WOULD�GENERATE������MILLION�

6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES� �4HE�REGISTRATION�FEE�INCREASE�WOULD�APPLY
ANNUALLY�TO�THE�THREE�COUNTIES�THAT�COMPRISE�THE�.EVADA�PORTION�OF�THE�BASIN��INCLUDING
7ASHOE��#ARSON�#ITY�AND�$OUGLAS�#OUNTIES��4HE�FEE�WOULD�APPLY�TO�ALL�REGISTERED�VEHICLES
IN�EACH�COUNTY���!����REGISTRATION�FEE�INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS�
WHILE�A����INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION�

'AS�4AX�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES� �!�GAS�TAX�INCREASE�WOULD�BE�IMPOSED�ON�THE
SAME����NORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�COUNTIES�IDENTIFIED�ABOVE���4HE�TAX�WOULD�BE�ON�A�PER�GALLON
BASIS���!�ONECENT�PER�GALLON�INCREASE�IN�THE�FUEL�TAX�WOULD�RAISE�ABOUT������MILLION�OVER
TEN�YEARS���!�TWOCENT�INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE������MILLION�
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'AS�4AX�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES� �!�PER�GALLON�GAS�TAX�INCREASE�WOULD�BE�IMPOSED�ON�THE
SAME�THREE�.EVADA�COUNTIES�IDENTIFIED�ABOVE���!�ONECENT�PER�GALLON�INCREASE�WOULD
GENERATE�ABOUT�������MILLION�OVER�TEN�YEARS��WHILE�A�TWOCENT�INCREASE�WOULD�RAISE����
MILLION�
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�� )-0,%-%.4!4)/.�)335%3

/NCE�THE�COMMUNITY�STAKEHOLDERS�PACKAGE�SEVERAL�FUNDING�SOURCES�INTO�A�COHERENT�STRATEGY
FOR�FINANCING�THE�%)0��THE�ACTUAL�IMPLEMENTATION�WILL�OCCUR�INCREMENTALLY��4O�BE�SURE��SOME
FUNDING�SOURCES�WILL�REQUIRE�EXTENSIVE�LEGISLATIVE�ACTION�IN�BOTH�3ACRAMENTO�AND�#ARSON
#ITY�AS�WELL�AS�BEFORE�CONGRESS�IN�7ASHINGTON��$#��/THER�FUNDING�SOURCES�MAY�BE
IMPLEMENTED�LOCALLY��)N�REALITY�THE�IMPLEMENTATION�OF�THE�%)0�WILL�BE�VERY�FLUID��)N�THIS
SECTION�OF�THE�REPORT��THE�ISSUES�ASSOCIATED�WITH�IMPLEMENTING�ONE�OR�MORE�FUNDING�SOURCES
ARE�DISCUSSED�

4HE�CONTEXT�FOR�THE�INSTITUTIONAL�AND�IMPLEMENTATION�ANALYSIS�WILL�BE�ESTABLISHED�BY
DESCRIBING�THE�GROUND�RULES�GOVERNING�420!��THE�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�WITH�JURISDICTION�IN
BOTH�THE�4AHOE�"ASIN�AND�THE�ROLE�OF�THE�STATES��4HIS�WILL�BE�FOLLOWED�BY�AN�ANALYSIS�OF�EACH
OF�THE�FUNDING�SOURCES�

420! S�#HARTER

4HE�4AHOE�2EGIONAL�0LANNING�#OMPACT�IS�AN�INTERSTATE�COMPACT�BETWEEN�#ALIFORNIA�
.EVADA�AND�THE�FEDERAL�GOVERNMENT�THAT�CREATED�420!��4HE�#OMPACT�PROVIDES�THAT�FUNDING
FOR�THE�OPERATIONS�OF�420!�IS�THROUGH�APPROPRIATIONS�FROM�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA��)N
ADDITION��420!�CAN�RECEIVE�GRANTS�FOR�SPECIFIC�ACTIVITIES�AND�COLLECT�FEES�TO�OFFSET�THE�COSTS�OF
CERTAIN�MANAGERIAL�ACTIVITIES�ASSOCIATED�WITH�ISSUING�PERMITS��420!�DOES�NOT�HAVE�THE
AUTHORITY�TO�IMPOSE�THE�TAXES��FEES�AND�CHARGES�DISCUSSED�IN�THIS�REPORT��(OWEVER��!RTICLE�)8
ESTABLISHES�A�SEPARATE��INDEPENDENT�TRANSPORTATION�DISTRICT��WHICH�IS�AUTHORIZED�TO�PUT
BEFORE�THE�VOTERS�OF�THE�"ASIN�A�GENERAL�TAX�FOR�TRANSPORTATION�PURPOSES��4HAT�TAX�MUST�BE
APPROVED�BY�TWOTHIRDS�VOTE��4HE�#OMPACT�EXPLICITLY�PROHIBITS�THE�IMPOSITION�OF�A�PROPERTY
TAX��A�GROSS�OR�NET�RECEIPT�TAX��A�TAX�OR�CHARGE�FOR�ENTERING�OR�LEAVING�THE�"ASIN�AND�ANY�TAX
DIRECT�OR�INDIRECT�ON�ANY�GAMING�DEVICES�OR�TABLES��4HE�#OMPACT�CAN�ONLY�BE�AMENDED�IF
THE�TWO�STATES�AND�CONGRESS�ADOPT�THE�AMENDMENT��EXCEPT�!RTICLE�)8�WHICH�CAN�BE
AMENDED�BY�THE�TWO�STATES�

5NLESS�THE�#OMPACT�WERE�TO�BE�AMENDED��THE�REVENUE�GENERATING�MECHANISMS�REVIEWED�IN
THIS�REPORT�WOULD�HAVE�TO�IMPOSED�BY�THE�TWO�STATES�OR�LOCAL�AGENCIES�WITH�JURISDICTION�IN
THE�"ASIN��4HIS�MEANS�THAT�THE�IMPOSITIONS�OF�THE�MECHANISMS�WOULD�HAVE�TO�CONFORM�TO
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EACH�STATE S�LAW�GOVERNING�TAXATION�

$EFINITION�OF�4ERMS

"EFORE�DISCUSSING�THE�GROUND�RULES�FOR�IMPLEMENTING�A�FUNDING�PROGRAM��DEFINITIONS�ARE
PROVIDED�FOR�TAXES��ASSESSMENTS�AND�FEES��4HERE�ARE�THE�BASIC�SOURCES�OF�LOCAL�REVENUE�THAT
STATES�AUTHORIZE�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�TO�IMPOSE�

4AXES

!�TAX�IS�AN�INVOLUNTARY�CHARGE�ON�INCOME��PROPERTY�AND�TRANSACTIONS�THAT�GENERATE
REVENUES��BUT�FOR�WHICH�THERE�IS�NO�RELATIONSHIP�BETWEEN�THE�REVENUE�THE�INDIVIDUAL
PAYING�AND�SPECIFIC�BENEFITS��4HE�BENEFITS�ARE�GENERALLY�CONSIDERED�COMMUNITY
WIDE�

!SSESSMENTS

!N�ASSESSMENT�IS�A�CHARGE�LEVIED�UPON�PARCELS�OF�REAL�PROPERTY��USUALLY�WITH�A�PRE
DEFINED�AREA�OR�DISTRICT��TO�PAY�FOR�LOCAL�PUBLIC�IMPROVEMENTS��4HE�AMOUNT�OF�THE
ASSESSMENT�MAY�VARY�AMONG�THOSE�ASSESSED��DEPENDING�UPON�THE�RELATIVE�BENEFIT
CONFERRED�UPON�THE�ASSESSED�PROPERTIES�FROM�THE�IMPROVEMENTS�

&EES

&EES��SOMETIMES�REFERRED�TO�AS�CHARGES�OR�RATES	�ARE�IMPOSED�BY�GOVERNMENTS�FOR�THE
PURPOSE�OF�PAYING�FOR�THE�COST�OF�A�SPECIFIC�SERVICE��'ENERALLY��THE�AMOUNT�OF�A�FEE
DOES�NOT�EXCEED�THE�COST�OF�PROVIDING�THE�SERVICE��INCLUDING�THE�OVERHEAD�COSTS��4HE
FEE�MAY�BE�A�FLAT�RATE�OR�MAY�VARY�BASED�ON�THE�AMOUNT�OF�SERVICE�UTILIZED��E�G��
METERED�WATER�CHARGES�

4HESE�DEFINITIONS�ARE�GENERAL�IN�NATURE�AND�ARE�MODIFIED�BY�PRACTICE�OR�BY�LAW��)N
#ALIFORNIA��SEVERAL�CONSTITUTIONAL�CONDITIONS�GOVERNED�THE�OPERATIONAL�DEFINITIONS�OF�THESE
TERMS�AND�THE�ACTUAL�IMPOSITION�OF�TAXES��ASSESSMENTS�AND�FEES�BY�LOCAL�GOVERNMENTS�
INCLUDING�CITIES��COUNTIES�AND�SPECIAL�DISTRICTS��)N�.EVADA��THE�RULES�GOVERNING�THE
IMPOSITION�OF�LOCAL�TAXES��ASSESSMENTS�AND�FEES�ARE�MORE�GENERALLY�IN�THE�HANDS�OF�THE
LEGISLATURE�AND�IN�SOME�CASES�INVOLVING�SPECIFIC�LOCAL�TAXES�ARE�NEGOTIATED�BETWEEN�THE
LEGISLATURE�AND�INDIVIDUAL�AGENCIES�
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#ALIFORNIA S�'ROUND�2ULES�FOR�,OCAL�&UNDING

!LTHOUGH�#ALIFORNIA�IS�CONSIDERED�A�HOME�RULESTATE��THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�GOVERNING
THE�AUTHORITY�OF�BOTH�CITIES�AND�COUNTIES�TO�RAISE�REVENUE�SUBSTANTIALLY�LIMITS�THEIR
DISCRETION��#ALIFORNIA�CITIES�HAVE�A�GENERAL�AUTHORIZATION�TO�IMPOSE�TAXES�THAT�WILL�BENEFIT
THE�CITY��#OUNTIES�IN�#ALIFORNIA�DO�NOT�ENJOY�SUCH�DISCRETION��%SSENTIALLY��COUNTIES�MUST
SECURE�LEGISLATIVE�AUTHORIZATION�TO�IMPOSE�TAX��2EGARDLESS�OF�THE�AUTHORIZATION�CITIES�AND
COUNTIES�MUST�CONFORM�TO�0ROPOSITION������WHICH�ESTABLISHES�GROUND�RULES�FOR�IMPOSING
LOCAL�TAXES�

0ROPOSITION�����SETS�THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�FOR�IMPOSING�TAXES��FEES�AND�ASSESSMENTS��!
NEW�TAX�OR�AN�INCREASE�IN�AN�EXISTING�TAX�REQUIRES�A�MAJORITY�VOTE�OF�THE�ELECTORATE�IN�A
COMMUNITY�IF�THE�REVENUES�WILL�BE�USED�FOR�THE�GENERAL�PURPOSES�OF�A�GOVERNMENTAL�AGENCY�
)F�THE�REVENUES�ARE�TO�BE�USED�FOR�A�SPECIAL�PURPOSE��A�TWOTHIRDS�VOTE�OF�APPROVAL�IS
REQUIRED��#ONSEQUENTLY��A�LOCAL�TAX�TO�FUND��FOR�EXAMPLE��TRANSIT�SERVICES�WOULD�REQUIRE�A
TWOTHIRDS�VOTE��3IMILARLY��A�TAX�FOR�PURPOSES�OF�FUNDING�SPECIFIC�ELEMENTS�OF�THE�%)0�WOULD
REQUIRE�A�TWOTHIRDS�MAJORITY��SINCE�THE�REVENUES�WOULD�BE�USED�FOR�A�SPECIAL�PURPOSE�

!SSESSMENTS�AND�FEES�ARE�TREATED�NEARLY�EXACTLY�ALIKE��0ROPOSITION�����DEFINES�THE�SERVICES
THAT�CAN�BE�FUNDED�BY�ASSESSMENT�AND�FEES��)T�ALSO�SETS�CRITERIA�FOR�CALCULATING�THE�COSTS�PER
PARCEL�AND�IT�ESTABLISHES�APPROVAL�REQUIREMENTS��0ROPERTY�RELATED�ASSESSMENTS�AND�FEES�CAN
NOT�FUND�PROGRAMS�OR�PROJECTS�THAT�DO�NOT�PROVIDE�DIRECT�BENEFITS�TO�SPECIFIC�PARCELS��!
CALCULATION�OF�PROPORTIONATE�SHARE�OF�THE�BENEFIT�FOR�EACH�PARCEL�MUST�BE�MADE��&OR�AN
ASSESSMENT�TO�BE�APPROVED��A�MAILED�BALLOT�TO�ALL�AFFECTED�PROPERTY�OWNERS�AND�THE�REQUIRED
APPROVAL�OF�PROPERTY�OWNERS�REPRESENTING�AT�LEAST����PERCENT�OF�THE�TOTAL�ASSESSMENT�VALUE�
)N�REGARD�TO�FEES��IF�THE�FEE�IS�NOT�REJECTED�IN�BY�A�MAJORITY�OF�PROPERTY�OWNERS�IN�WRITTEN
PROTEST��THE�NEW�FEE�OR�AN�INCREASE�IN�AN�EXISTING�FEE�MUST�BE�APPROVED�BY�A�MAJORITY�OF�THE
PROPERTY�OWNERS�OR�BY�TWOTHIRDS�OF�THE�VOTERS��&EES�FOR�REFUSE�COLLECTION�AND�WATER�AND
SEWER�SERVICES�DO�NOT�REQUIRE�VOTER�APPROVAL�

5NDER�THE�TERMS�OF�THESE�CONDITIONS��FUNDING�FOR�NEW�FACILITIES�OR�IMPROVEMENTS�MANAGED
BY�SPECIAL�DISTRICTS��SUCH�AS�PUBLIC�UTILITIES�DISTRICTS��WILL�NEED�TO�MEET�THESE�APPROVAL
REQUIREMENTS��EVEN�THOUGH�THE�ACTIVITY�IS�THE�GENERAL�ACTIVITY�OF�THE�AGENCY��BECAUSE�THE
ASSESSMENTS�OR�FEES�ARE�LINKED�TO�PROPERTY�

.EVADA S�'ROUND�2ULES�FOR�,OCAL�&UNDING

4HE�RULES�GOVERNING�THE�IMPOSITION�OF�LOCAL�TAXES��FEES�AND�ASSESSMENTS�ARE�GENERALLY�AT�THE
DISCRETION�OF�THE�LEGISLATURE�IN�.EVADA��WITH�NEGOTIATIONS�BETWEEN�INDIVIDUAL�JURISDICTIONS
AND�THE�LEGISLATURE�REGARDING�THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�GOVERNING�THE�TAX��)N�SOME�INSTANCES
A�MAJORITY�VOTE�MAY�BE�REQUIRED�IN�OTHER�INSTANCE�IT�IS�NOT�REQUIRED�
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)MPLEMENTING�THE�2EVENUE�'ENERATING�-EASURES

4HE�FOLLOWING�TABLE��4ABLE��	�SUMMARIZES�THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�GOVERNING�EACH�FUNDING
SOURCE�AND�THE�ACTIONS�THAT�WOULD�BE�NECESSARY�TO�IMPLEMENT�THE�SOURCES�IN�#ALIFORNIA�AND
.EVADA��4HERE�ARE�THREE�WAYS�THAT�THE�TAXES��FEES�AND�ASSESSMENTS�CAN�BE�IMPOSED��&IRST�
UNDER�THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�OF�EXISTING�LAW�LOCAL�AGENCIES�IN�THE�"ASIN�COULD�IMPOSE�THE
REVENUE�GENERATING�MEASURES�FOR�WHICH�THEY�ARE�AUTHORIZATION�UNDER�CURRENT�LAW��3ECOND�
THE�STATES�THROUGH�MUTUAL�COOPERATION�COULD�AGREE�UPON�AN�IMPLEMENTATION�STRATEGY�AND
THE�TERMS�AND�CONDITIONS�OF�SPECIFIC�REVENUE�MEASURES�AND�ENACT�COMMON�STATUTES��4HE�LAST
ALTERNATIVE�WOULD�BE�TO�AMEND�THE�4AHOE�2EGIONAL�0LANNING�#OMPACT�

!�FUNDAMENTAL�POLICY�ISSUE�IS�THE�EXTENT�THAT�420!�DIRECTLY�MANAGES�THE�REVENUES��4ODAY�
420!�COLLECTS�REVENUES�FROM�DEVELOPMENTRELATED�FEES��BUT�THE�FEES�ARE�SPENT�BY�LOCAL
AGENCIES�FOR�PROJECTS�CONSISTENT�WITH�420! S�GUIDELINES��7HERE�RESPONSIBILITY�RESTS�FOR
MANAGING�THE�RESOURCES�COLLECTED�FROM�SOME�OF�THE�PROPOSED�MEASURES�REMAINS�TO�BE
DETERMINED��4HIS�WOULD�HAVE�TO�BE�RESOLVED�DURING�THE�ENACTMENT�OF�LEGISLATION
ESTABLISHING�THE�REVENUE�MEASURE�

4ABLE���SHOWS�A�MATRIX�WITH�COMPARATIVE�CHARACTERISTICS�FOR�EACH�POTENTIAL�REVENUE�SOURCE�
4ABLE���FOCUSES�ON�THE�INSTITUTIONAL�CHARACTERISTICS�OF�THE�MATRIX�AND�SUMMARIZES�THE�TERMS
AND�CONDITIONS�AND�IMPLEMENTATION�ISSUES�ASSOCIATED�WITH�EACH�REVENUE�MEASURE�



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���



!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���

�� 0/33)",%�2%6%.5%
)-0,%-%.4!4)/.�342!4%')%3

4HE�IDENTIFICATION�AND�QUANTIFICATION�OF�POTENTIAL�REVENUE�SOURCES�SERVE�AS�THE�BASIS�FOR
CRAFTING�STRATEGIES�FOR�IMPLEMENTING�A�FUNDING�PROGRAM���$EPENDING�ON�THE�PREDICTABILITY
AND�RISK�OF�THE�REVENUE�STREAM�FROM�EACH�SOURCE��A�NUMBER�OF�IMPLEMENTATION�TECHNIQUES
ARE�POSSIBLE�FOR�PROVIDING�TIMELY�FUNDS�FOR�THE�%)0���"ELOW�ARE�DESCRIPTIONS�OF�THREE�SUCH
IMPLEMENTING�STRATEGIES�WHICH�CAN�BE�CONSIDERED�THE�NEXT�STAGES�OF�A�REVENUE�ANALYSIS�
%ACH�OF�THE�THREE�STRATEGIES� �PAYASYOUGO��DEBT�FINANCING��AND�A�REVOLVING�FUND� �HAVE
UNIQUE�CHARACTERISTICS�IN�WHICH�THEIR�APPLICABILITY�IS�SUBJECT�TO�BOTH�THE�PREFERRED�CHOICES�OF
FUNDING�SOURCES�AND�THE�PROPOSED�CONSTRUCTION�SCHEDULE�REQUIREMENTS�

0AY!S9OU'O

4HE�PAYASYOUGO�TECHNIQUE�IS�ONE�OF�THE�SIMPLEST�FORMS�OF�FINANCING���"ASICALLY��PROJECTS
ARE�FUNDED�ONLY�WHEN�THERE�ARE�SUFFICIENT�REVENUES�COLLECTED�FROM�THE�REVENUE�GENERATING
SOURCES���4HE�LEVEL�OF�FUNDS��AND�THEREFORE�THE�TIMING�OF�PROJECT�IMPLEMENTATION��IS
DEPENDENT�ON�THE�REVENUE�GENERATING�ABILITY�OF�THE�FUNDING�SOURCES��-OST�PUBLIC�SECTOR
PROJECTS�ARE�FUNDED�IN�THIS�MANNER�

$EBT�&INANCING

$EBT�FINANCING��OR�BONDING��IS�A�TECHNIQUE�THAT�ALLOWS�THE�ISSUING�ENTITY�TO�BORROW
SUBSTANTIAL�FUNDS�UP�FRONT�TO�CONSTRUCT�PROJECTS�WHILE�PAYING�BACK�THE�LOAN�OVER�TIME��WITH
INTEREST��FROM�A�STABLE�REVENUE�SOURCE�STREAM���5NLIKE�THE�PAYASYOUGO�FINANCING�METHOD�
IMPLEMENTATION�OF�CAPITAL�PROJECTS�DOES�NOT�HAVE�TO�WAIT�FOR�PROCEEDS�FROM�A�PARTICULAR
REVENUE�SOURCE�TO�BUILD�UP�OVER�TIME���2ATHER��THE�FULL�FUNDS�ARE�AVAILABLE�UP�FRONT���$EBT
FINANCING�CAN�ACCELERATE�THE�CAPITAL�INVESTMENTS�IN�THE�%)0�AS�WELL�AS�PROVIDE�POSSIBLE�FUNDS
FOR�NEAR�TERM�OPERATIONS�AND�MAINTENANCE�
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!N�ENTITY S�ABILITY�TO�INCUR�DEBT�IS�CONTINGENT�ON�AT�LEAST�THREE�CONDITIONS���THE�CURRENT
FINANCIAL�STRENGTH�OF�THE�ENTITY��THE�PREDICTABILITY�AND�RELIABILITY�OF�A�DEDICATED�REVENUE
STREAM��AND�RISKS�ASSOCIATED�WITH�REPAYMENT�OF�THE�DEBT���4HE�STRENGTH�OF�THE�FIRST�TWO
CONDITIONS�CAN�HELP�DICTATE�THE�RISKS�OF�THE�DEBT���)F�THE�ENTITY�MAINTAINS�A�STRONG�FINANCIAL
STANDING�AS�WELL�AS�HAS�A�RELIABLE�REVENUE�STREAM�TO�REPAY�THE�DEBT��THE�RISK�WILL�BE�LESS��AS
MAY�BE�PERCEIVED�BY�THE�INVESTORS�OF�THE�DEBT���4HIS�MAY�TRANSLATE�INTO�A�LOWER�INTEREST�RATE
REQUIRED�BY�INVESTORS�DURING�REPAYMENT���)N�ADDITION��COLLATERAL�FROM�A�SECONDARY�REVENUE
SOURCE�PROVIDES�AN�ADDITIONAL�PROTECTION�MEASURE�FOR�INVESTORS��WHO�IN�TURN�MAY�GIVE�THE
BONDS�A�HIGHER�RATING�AND�FURTHER�LOWER�THE�INTEREST�RATE�OR�REDUCE�THE�FUNDING�RESERVES�THAT
ARE�INCLUDED�IN�THE�BOND�FINANCING�STRUCTURE�

"ONDING�IS�ONLY�NECESSARY�WHEN�THE�FUNDING�LEVELS�OF�THE�DEDICATED�REVENUE�STREAMS�DO�NOT
BUILD�UP�QUICKLY�ENOUGH�TO�MATCH�THE�REQUIRED�CONSTRUCTION�AND�MAINTENANCE�SCHEDULES�
$EBT�FINANCING�ALLOWS�MORE�FUNDS�TO�BE�MADE�AVAILABLE�IMMEDIATELY�ABOVE�WHAT�THE
CURRENT�REVENUE�STREAM�CAN�PROVIDE��/F�COURSE��IN�ADDITION�TO�REPAYING�THE�AMOUNT
BORROWED��A�DOWNSIDE�OF�THIS�STRATEGY�IS�THE�NEED�TO�INCUR�INTEREST�EXPENSES�OVER�A�PERIOD
OF�TIME�

2EVOLVING�&UND

4HE�WORKING�OF�A�REVOLVING�FUND�IS�SIMILAR�TO�THAT�OF�A�COMMERCIAL�BANK���!N�ENTITY�CAN�LEND
FUNDS�TO�ANOTHER�ENTITY�FOR�USE�ON�CONSTRUCTION�OR�MAINTENANCE�PROJECTS���)N�RETURN��THE
BORROWER�PAYS�BACK�THE�LOAN�TO�THE�LENDING�ENTITY�ALONG�WITH�INTEREST���4HE�INTEREST�WOULD
ALLOW�THE�LENDER�TO�CAPITALIZE�THE�FUND�ACCOUNT�AND�BE�ABLE�TO�LEND�OUT�MORE�FUNDS�TO�OTHER
ENTITIES��THUS�ALLOWING�THE�ACCOUNT�TO�GROW���4HIS�PROCESS�WOULD�PRIMARILY�INVOLVE�LOCAL
PUBLIC�AGENCIES�IN�THE�BASIN�AND�THEREFORE�BE�AN�INTERGOVERNMENTAL�FINANCING�PROGRAM�

!�CHALLENGE�IN�REGARD�TO�ESTABLISHING�A�REVOLVING�FUND�IS�ACCUMULATING�SUFFICIENT�FUNDS�TO
START�THE�PROGRAM��0OSSIBLE�SOURCES�OF�STARTUP�FUNDS�COULD�INCLUDE�GRANTS�FROM�THE�5NITED
3TATES�%NVIRONMENTAL�0ROTECTION�!GENCY��OR�FUNDS�FROM�A�STATE�WATER�BOND�ACT���4HE
REVENUES�GENERATED�FROM�THE�PREFERRED�LOCAL�FUNDING�SOURCES�WOULD�BE�USED�TO�REPAY�THE
LOANS�

$ESPITE�THE�CHALLENGES�OF�ESTABLISHING�A�REVOLVING�FUND��THE�PROGRAM�CAN�BENEFIT�THE�BASIN
FROM�AT�LEAST�TWO�WAYS���4HE�FIRST�IS�THAT�LOCAL�AGENCIES�MAY�APPLY�FOR�AND�RECEIVE�DIRECT
LOANS�LOCALLY�FROM�THE�REVOLVING�FUND�PROGRAM�TO�MEET�PROJECT�REQUIREMENTS���4HE�SECOND�IS
THAT�THE�CAPITALIZATION�OF�THE�PROGRAM�CAN�PROVIDE�COLLATERAL�AS�A�SECONDARY�REVENUE�SOURCE
FOR�DEBT�FINANCING���!S�DESCRIBED�IN�THE�ABOVE�DEBT�FINANCING�TECHNIQUE��THE�USE�OF�THE
REVOLVING�FUND�PROGRAM�AS�COLLATERAL�CAN�REDUCE�THE�INTEREST�RATE�REQUIRED�BY�INVESTORS�OF
THE�DEBT��THEREBY�MAKING�THE�BOND�MORE�ATTRACTIVE�AND�AFFORDABLE���&UNDS�FROM�THE
REVOLVING�PROGRAM�ARE�USED�TO�REPAY�THE�BOND�DEBT�AS�BACKUP�ONLY�IF�THE�PRIMARY�REVENUE
SOURCE�OF�REPAYMENT�BECOMES�INADEQUATE�AND�THE�RESERVES�OF�THE�BOND�ISSUE�ARE�DRAINED�
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%SSENTIALLY��THE�REVOLVING�FUND�PROGRAM�ACTS�AS�A� CREDIT�ENHANCEMENT �TO�ACHIEVE�A�LOWER
INTEREST�RATE�ON�DEBT�

4HE�INTEREST�PAID�ON�THE�LOANS�FROM�THE�REVOLVING�FUND�PROGRAM�AS�WELL�AS�OTHER�INITIAL
CONTRIBUTIONS�FROM�VARIOUS�GOVERNMENTAL�SOURCES�CAN�KEEP�THE�PROGRAM�SUSTAINABLE�AND
GROWING��/NE�POSSIBLE�GOAL�WOULD�BE�TO�MAKE�THE�PROGRAM�SELFSUSTAINING�THROUGH�THE
REVOLVING�NATURE�OF�THE�EXISTING�FUNDS�AND�INTEREST�PAID�WITHOUT�NEEDING�TO�REPLENISH�WITH
ADDITIONAL�REVENUE�SOURCES�

.EXT�3TEPS

4HE�ANALYSIS�CONDUCTED�IN�THIS�STUDY�PROVIDES�A�FRAMEWORK�FOR�ASSESSING�VARIOUS�POTENTIAL
REVENUE�SOURCES�THAT�COULD�PROVIDE�THE�LOCAL�MATCH�FOR�THE�%)0���4HERE�WILL�NEED�TO�BE�A
WEIGHING�OF�THE�ALTERNATIVES�BY�"ASIN�STAKEHOLDERS�AND�POLICY�MAKERS�IN�PASSING�JUDGEMENT
ON�THE�PREFERRED�FUNDING�SOURCES���4HE�ANALYSIS�PROVIDES�A�MAGNITUDE�AS�TO�THE�POTENTIAL
REVENUE�GENERATING�ABILITY�OF�EACH�SOURCE���)N�ADDITION��LEGAL�AND�INSTITUTIONAL�ISSUES�IN�BOTH
#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA��AS�WELL�AS�ADMINISTRATIVE�COST�OF�COLLECTION�MEASURES��ARE�PRESENTED
BY�FUNDING�SOURCE�TO�PROVIDE�INFORMATION�IN�REVIEWING�THE�CHOICES�

4O�DETERMINE�THE�FULL�IMPACTS�FROM�EACH�FUNDING�SOURCE�IN�THE�BASIN��THE�NEXT�PHASE�WILL
INCLUDE�A�NEED�TO�CONDUCT�AN�ECONOMIC�IMPACT�ANALYSIS���4HE�ECONOMIC�ANALYSIS�WILL�LOOK
AT�THE�RIPPLE�EFFECTS�THAT�THE�REVENUE�SOURCES��SHOULD�ANY�BE�IMPLEMENTED��MAY�HAVE�ON
VISITORS��RESIDENTS��LOCAL�BUSINESSES��AND�THE�OVERALL�BASIN�ECONOMY��4HE�ANALYSIS�WILL
INCLUDE�BENEFITS�AND�COSTS�DERIVED��AS�WELL�AS�PRIMARY�AND�SECONDARY�IMPACTS���)T�WILL�BE
IMPORTANT�TO�GIVE�ATTENTION�TO�THE�POTENTIAL�IMPACTS�ON�THE�OVERNIGHT�VISITOR�SINCE�MUCH�OF
THE�ECONOMY�IS�RELIANT�ON�THIS�GROUP�YEAR�ROUND��4HE�SECOND�PHASE��COMBINED�WITH�THIS
STUDY�WHICH�CONSTITUTES�THE�FIRST�PHASE��WILL�ULTIMATELY�PROVIDE�A�COMPREHENSIVE�LOOK�AT�THE
FUNDING�SOURCES�THAT�ARE�VITAL�TO�THE�CONTINUED�IMPLEMENTATION�AND�SUSTAINABILITY�OF�THE
%NVIRONMENTAL�)MPROVEMENT�0ROGRAM�
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!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES�UNDERTOOK�AN�EXTENSIVE�LITERATURE�REVIEW�AND�COMMUNICATIONS
PROCESS�WITH�LOCAL�TECHNICAL�EXPERTS�TO�COLLECT�DATA�AND�MAKE�ASSUMPTIONS�FOR�THE�POTENTIAL
REVENUE�SOURCES���%ACH�LOCAL�EXPERT��BOTH�IN�THE�PRIVATE�AND�PUBLIC�SECTORS��PROVIDED�KEY
DATA�FOR�FORMULATING�THE�ASSUMPTIONS�THAT�WENT�INTO�GENERATING�THE�QUANTITATIVE�REVENUE
ESTIMATES��#LOSE�TO����INDIVIDUALS�WERE�CONTACTED�FOR�DATA�INPUT��THE�MAJORITY�BEING�FROM
LOCAL�AGENCIES���3TATE�AND�FEDERAL�OFFICIALS��AS�WELL�AS�INDIVIDUALS�FROM�PRIVATE�PARTIES�AND
LOCAL�AGENCIES�OUTSIDE�THE�,AKE�4AHOE�2EGION�WERE�ALSO�CONTACTED�FOR�INFORMATION��)N
ADDITION��SIGNIFICANT�INFORMATION�WAS�REVIEWED�AND�COLLECTED�FROM����PUBLIC�DOCUMENTS
PUBLISHED�BY�LOCAL�AND�STATE�AGENCIES�SUCH�AS�420!��#ALTRANS��3TATE�OF�.EVADA��AND�VISITOR
BUREAUS�IN�THE�BASIN�

4HIS�APPENDIX�CONTAINS�THREE�MAIN�SECTIONS���4HE�FIRST�SECTION�INCLUDES�THE�QUANTITATIVE�AND
QUALITATIVE�ASSUMPTIONS�USED�TO�GENERATE�THE�REVENUE�ESTIMATES���!�STEPBYSTEP�DESCRIPTION
OF�THE�ANALYSIS�CONDUCTED�FOR�EACH�REVENUE�SOURCE�IS�CONTAINED��FOLLOWED�BY�THE
QUANTITATIVE�FIGURES�SUPPORTING�THE�DESCRIPTIONS��!�LISTING�OF�THE�SOURCES�UTILIZED�FOR�THE
ANALYSIS�PROCEEDS�EACH�QUALITATIVE�DESCRIPTION���3OURCES�INCLUDE�PHONE�CONTACTS�WITH
APPROPRIATE�STAFF�FROM�VARIOUS�PUBLIC�AND�PRIVATE�ENTITIES��AND�PUBLISHED�DOCUMENTS�

4HE�SECOND�MAIN�SECTION�IN�THE�APPENDIX��WHICH�BEGINS�ON�PAGE�����CONTAINS�THE�BASELINE
CONDITION�AND�DETAILED�DESCRIPTIONS�OF�%)0�PROJECTS�THAT�ARE�CURRENTLY�BEING�FUNDED�BY�LOCAL
AGENCIES���!VAILABLE�FUNDS�FROM�OTHER�AGENCIES�ARE�ALSO�SHOWN�

4HE�LAST�MAIN�SECTION�IN�THIS�APPENDIX��WHICH�BEGINS�ON�PAGE�����SHOWS�THE�COMPLETE
BIBLIOGRAPHY�OF�PERSONS�CONTACTED�AND�DOCUMENTS�REVIEWED�
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4HE�FIRST�APPENDIX�PROVIDES�THE�ASSUMPTIONS�AND�CALCULATIONS�THAT�WENT�INTO�GENERATING�THE
REVENUE�ESTIMATES�FOR�EACH�OF�THE����POTENTIAL�FUNDING�SOURCES���4HE�FUNDING�AMOUNTS�ARE
SUMMARIZED�IN�4ABLES�!��AND�!����4ABLE�!��SHOWS�THE�ANNUAL�GROSS�REVENUE�ESTIMATES
AND�THEIR����YEAR�TOTALS��THEN�PRESENTS�THE�VARIOUS�POSSIBLE�ADMINISTRATIVE�COLLECTION
EXPENSE�SCENARIOS�FOR�THE�SOURCES�ON�AN�ANNUAL�BASIS�AND����YEAR�TOTALS���!�GRAND�NET
REVENUE�TOTAL�IS�INCLUDED���4ABLE�!��ASSOCIATES�THE�EXPENSES�WITH�EACH�FUNDING�SOURCE�TO
ARRIVE�AT�NET�REVENUES�FOR�EACH�SOURCE���'ENERAL�REVENUE�AND�EXPENSE�ASSUMPTIONS
EXTRAPOLATED�FOR�THE�MORE�DETAILED�WORK�CONTAINED�IN�THE�SUBSEQUENT�SECTIONS�ARE�ALSO
PRESENTED�FOLLOWING�4ABLE�!��

&OLLOWING�THE�TABLES�ARE�THE�INDIVIDUAL�CALCULATIONS�AND�QUALITATIVE�DESCRIPTIONS�OF�EACH
FUNDING�SOURCE���4HE�DIRECTORY�BELOW�PROVIDES�THE�PAGE�NUMBER�FOR�THE�LOCATION�OF�THE
METHODOLOGY�FOR�EACH�SOURCE�

"ASINWIDE�3ALES�4AX�����	
"ASINWIDE�'AS�4AX�����	
"ASIN�)MPACT�&EE�����	
4/4�ON�VISITOR�ACCOMMODATIONS�����	
4/4�ON�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�PARKS�����	
0ARKING�#HARGES�����	
%NTERTAINMENT�4AX�����	
3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE�����	
-AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE�����	
"OAT�&UEL�4AX�����	
2EGISTERED�"OAT�&EE�����	
,AUNCH�&EE�����	
3LIP���"UOY�&EE�����	
&IRE�3UPPRESSION�����	
!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS��NON�RESIDENTIAL��NONOPEN�SPACE�PARCELS�ONLY	����	
!SSESSMENT�FOR�#URB�'UTTERS��2ESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�ONLY	����	
6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES�����	
6EHICLE�2EGISTRATION�&EE�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES�����	
'AS�4AX�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES�����	
'AS�4AX�IN�.EVADA�#OUNTIES�����	
6ISITOR�$AYS����	
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3ALES�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY

�� 4AKE�TAXABLE�SALES�ESTIMATES�FOR�EACH�COUNTY�FROM������4AHOE�4RUCKEE�2EGIONAL
%CONOMIC�#OALITION�%CONOMIC�)NDICATORS�2EPORT�

�� !SSUME�A����GROWTH�RATE�TO�BRING�ALL�TAXABLE�SALES�TO������ESTIMATES���!S�A�CHECK�
CURRENT�#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�TAXABLE�SALES�ESTIMATES�COME�CLOSE�TO�THE�ESTIMATES
FROM�THIS�GROWTH�RATE�

�� (AVING�GENERATED�CURRENT�TAXABLE�SALES�ESTIMATES�FOR�THE�"ASIN�PORTION�OF�EACH�COUNTY�
APPLY�A�}�CENT�TAX�TO�GET�NEW�SALES�TAX�ESTIMATES�

3ECOND�-ETHODOLOGY�IS�TO�

�� $IVIDE�EACH�COUNTY S�POPULATION�BY�THE�TOTAL�TAXABLE�SALES�FOR�EACH�RESPECTIVE�COUNTY�

�� 2ESULT�IS�TAXABLE�SALES�PER�COUNTY�CAPITA�

�� &IND�BASIN�PROPORTION�OF�COUNTY�RESIDENTS�

�� -ULTIPLY�BASIN�RESIDENTS�BY�PER�CAPITA�TAXABLE�SALES�TO�GET�TAXABLE�SALES�IN�THE�BASIN�

�� !PPLY�A�TAX�TO�GET�NEW�SALES�TAX�ESTIMATES���%STIMATION�IS�CLOSE�TO�FIRST�METHOD

3OURCES��������4AHOE�4RUCKEE�2EGIONAL�%CONOMIC�#OALITION�%CONOMIC�)NDICATORS�2EPORT�
.EVADA�$EPT��OF�4AXATION�!NNUAL�2EPORT���������420!�&AIR�(OUSING�3TUDY�



Taxable Sales Estimates

City of SLT 207,319,000$      
Incline 5,889,000$          
Douglas 195,337,000$      (58% of county total)
Placer 163,000,000$      (10% of county total)
Total 571,545,000$      

Assume 2.0% inflation per year from 1995 to 1998

City of SLT 220,008,581.35   
Incline 6,249,453.91       
Douglas 207,293,187.10   
Placer 172,976,904.00   
Total 606,528,126$      

One Quarter percent 
Sales Tax generates:

Half percent 
Sales Tax 
generates:

City of SLT  $            550,021 City of SLT       1,100,043 
Incline  $              15,624 Incline           31,247 
Douglas  $            518,233 Douglas       1,036,466 
Placer  $            432,442 Placer          864,885 
Total  $          1,516,320 Total  $   3,032,641 

One percent Sales 
Tax generates:

Two percent 
Sales Tax 
generates:

City of SLT         2,200,085.81 City of SLT       4,400,172 
Incline             62,494.54 Incline          124,989 
Douglas         2,072,931.87 Douglas       4,145,864 
Placer         1,729,769.04 Placer       3,459,538 
Total  $          6,065,281 Total  $ 12,130,563 

Taken from Tahoe Truckee Regional Economic Coalition, Baseline 
Economic Indicators (1991-1994)



Sales Tax Generation

Taxable Sales by County

Carson City  $    634,539,434 
Douglas  $    404,356,226 
Washoe  $ 4,228,528,576 
Placer  $ 2,868,932,000 
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe  $    985,647,000 

1997 Population Full County Tahoe Basin % 

Carson City                 49,900 0.00%
Douglas                 35,880            6,424 17.90%
Washoe               287,240            8,194 2.85%
Placer               209,700            9,339 4.45%
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe               141,950          30,762 21.67%
Total               724,670          54,719 

Taxable Sales Per Capita

Carson City  $             12,716 
Douglas  $             11,270 
Washoe  $             14,721 
Placer  $             13,681 
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe  $               6,944 

Taxable Sales Generated Per County, in Tahoe Bas

Douglas  $      72,396,444 
Washoe  $    120,625,829 
Placer  $    127,768,030 
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe  $    213,599,669 
Total  $    534,389,972 

One Quarter percent Sales Tax generates: Half percent Sales Tax generates:

Douglas  $           180,991 Douglas          361,982 
Washoe  $           301,565 Washoe          603,129 
Placer  $           319,420 Placer          638,840 
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe  $           533,999 El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe       1,067,998 
Total  $        1,335,975 Total  $   2,671,950 

One percent Sales Tax generates: Two percent Sales Tax generates:

Douglas          723,964.44 Douglas       1,447,929 
Washoe       1,206,258.29 Washoe       2,412,517 
Placer       1,277,680.30 Placer       2,555,361 
El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe       2,135,996.69 El Dorado, incl. S. Lake Tahoe       4,271,993 
Total  $        5,343,900 Total  $ 10,687,799 



Revenues by State
Sales Tax

Taxable Sales Half percent sales tax % of total
Nevada

Douglas 207,293,187$      1,036,466$      
Incline 6,249,454$          31,247$           

Total 213,542,641        1,067,713$      35%

California
Placer 172,976,904$      864,885$         

City of SLT 220,008,581$      1,100,043$      
Total 392,985,485$      1,964,927$      65%
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&UEL�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY

#!�GALLONS�OF�FUEL

�� /BTAIN�TAXABLE�SALES�FROM���SERVICE�STATIONS�IN�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�FROM�"OARD�OF
%QUALIZATION�

�� #ALCULATE�SALES�PER�GAS�STATION�

�� $ETERMINE�TOTAL�TAXABLE�SALES�FOR�ALL�SERVICE�STATIONS�ON�#!�SIDE�OF�BASIN���4HERE�ARE���
TOTAL�STATIONS�

�� &IND�RATIO�OF�TAXABLE�SALES�IN�BASIN�TO�TOTAL�TAXABLE�SALES�FROM�SERVICE�STATIONS�IN�#!�

�� -ULTIPLY�THAT�RATIO�BY�THE�TOTAL�NUMBER�OF�GALLONS�OF�FUEL�CONSUMED�IN�#!�TO�GET�THE
NUMBER�OF�GALLONS�CONSUMED�IN�THE�"ASIN�

.6�GALLONS�OF�FUEL

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�GALLONS�CONSUMED�PER�.6�GAS�STATION�FROM�420!�

�� 4HERE�ARE���TOTAL�SERVICE�STATIONS�ON�.6�SIDE�OF�BASIN�

�� $ETERMINE�TOTAL�GALLONS�CONSUMED�ON�.6�SIDE�OF�BASIN�

!DD�#!�AND�.6�GALLONS�TO�GET�TOTAL�4AHOE�"ASIN�GALLONS�OF�GAS�CONSUMED�

�� !PPLY�TWO�CENT�GAS�TAX�PER�GALLON�TO�GET�REVENUES�

3OURCES���#!�3TATE�"OARD�OF�%QUALIZATION��420!�STAFF��#ALTRANS�-OTOR�6EHICLE�3TOCK��4RAVEL
AND�&UEL�&ORECAST�



Method #3 (Preferred Method)
Fuel Tax
1996-97 Taxable Sales from Nine Service Stations in South Lake Tahoe
$13,724,000

Sales per Service Station # of Service Stations in CA Side of basin
$1,524,889 20

Total Sales for CA side of Basin Total Sales Statewide at Service Stations, CA
$30,497,778 19,016,053,000$  

Percent of Basin Rev. of Total CA Gas Sales
0.16%

Total Gallons Consumed in CA
Gasoline 13,305,000,000  
Diesel 2,213,000,000    
Total 15,518,000,000  

Number of Gallons in Basin, CA
24,887,631  

Number of Gallons per NV gas station
1,136,300    

Number of Service Stations in Basin, NV side
5                  

Number of Gallons in Basin, NV
5,681,500    

Total Gallons in Basin
30,569,131  

2 cent increase per gallon
611,383$     

1 percent increase in sales tax for fuel
30,569,131 gallons    X    $1.23 = 37,600,031$         X 1%

376,000$     

Sources: State Board of Equalization; TRPA; Caltrans Motor 



Revenues by State

Gas Tax ($.02)

# stations Revenues
California 20 497,753$      Total

611,383$ 
Nevada 5 113,630$      
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-ETHODOLOGY�FOR�"ASIN�)MPACT�&EE�

2%6%.5%3

�� /BTAIN�DAILY�TRIP�INFORMATION�AT�SEVEN�#ORDON�3TATIONS�FOR�"ASIN

v 3OURCES�WERE�420!�MODEL�TRIP�FORECAST�FROM����������CONTAINED�IN�2EGIONAL
4RANSPORTATION�0LAN��240	�UPDATE��AND������#ALTRANS�AND�.$/4�TRIP�COUNTS�

v 'ROWTH�RATE�OF�TRIPS�FOR�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�WAS�TAKEN�FROM�240�UPDATE�

�� !SSUME�THAT�THE�4OLL�&EE�IS�APPLIED�TO�HALF�OF�THE�TOTAL�DAILY�TRIPS���0RESUMING�THAT�EACH
VEHICLE�THAT�ENTERS�THE�BASIN�MUST�EXIT�THE�BASIN��AND�VICE�VERSA	�

�� 4O�DERIVE�ESTIMATE�FOR�CURRENT�YEAR S�DAILY�TRIP�TOTALS��LET������TRIPS�GROW�FOR�TWO�YEARS�
USING�GROWTH�RATES�FOR�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�

�� 3INCE�TRIP�TOTALS�ARE�BASED�ON�PEAK�DAILY�TRIPS��ASSUME�THAT�ON�AN�ANNUAL�BASIS������OF
THE�TRIPS�ARE�UNDER�PEAK�CONDITIONS��AND�����OF�THE�TRIPS�ARE�UNDER�NONPEAK
CONDITIONS���4HE�NONPEAK�TRIPS�ARE�ASSUMED�TO�BE�����OF�THE�PEAK�DAILY�TRIPS�

�� 4O�ARRIVE�AT�AN�AVERAGE�DAILY�TRIP�COUNT�PER�#ORDON�3TATION�THAT�CAN�BE�APPLICABLE�EACH
DAY�OF�THE�YEAR��A�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�CALCULATION�WAS�CONDUCTED�

v &OR�EACH�STATION��THE�PEAK�AND�OFFPEAK�DAILY�TRIP�COUNTS�ARE�MULTIPLIED�BY�THE
PERCENTAGE�OF�THEIR�OCCURRENCE��SEE�STEP���ABOVE	�

v 4HE�RESULTING�PRODUCT�IS�THE�AVERAGE�DAILY�TRIP�COUNT�FOR�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION��HAVING
BEEN�INFLUENCED�BY�BOTH�PEAK�AND�OFFPEAK�TRIPS�

�� .EXT��MUST�FIGURE�OUT�THE�TYPE�OF�TRIP��WHETHER�IT�IS�A�RESIDENT��VISITOR��OR�THROUGH�TRIP���)N
ASSUMING�THAT�RESIDENTS�WILL�BE�CHARGED�HALF�PRICE�FOR�THE�TOLL��MUST�FIND�OUT�THE
PERCENTAGE�OF�DAILY�TRIPS�AT�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�THAT�ARE�TAKEN�BY�RESIDENTS�

v /BTAIN�DATA�OF�DAILY�TRIPS�BY�RESIDENT�AND�VISITOR�AT�EACH�STATION�

v $ERIVE�PERCENTAGE�OF�TRIPS�AT�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�BY�RESIDENTS�AND�VISITORS��!SSUME
THAT�THROUGHTRIPS�ARE�ASSESSED�FULL�TOLL�FEE�ALSO��SO�BOTH�VISITOR�AND�THROUGHTRIPS�CAN
BE�COMBINED�
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�� &INALLY��CAN�CALCULATE�GROSS�REVENUES�COLLECTED�FROM�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�BY�MULTIPLYING
THE�TOLL����	�BY�THE�PERCENTAGE�OF�DAILY�TRIPS�THAT�ARE�VISITOR�AND�THROUGH�TRIPS�FOR�A�FULL
YEAR���4HE�ANNUAL�GROWTH�RATES�OF�REVENUES�FOR�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�ARE�THOSE�IN�3TEP���
WHICH�ARE�TAKEN�FROM�240�UPDATE�

�� 2EVENUES�CAN�BE�SUMMARIZED�IN�SEVERAL�FORMS��INCLUDING�THE�GRAND�TOTAL�FOR�THE�%)0
0ROJECT�PERIOD�OF����YEARS��BY�#ORDON�3TATION��OR�ANNUALLY�FOR�ALL�STATIONS�

%80%.3%3

�� /BTAIN�OPERATIONS�COST�ESTIMATES�FROM�#ALTRANS�FOR�MANUAL�AND�ELECTRONIC�BRIDGE�TOLL
COLLECTIONS�TO�USE�AS�PROXIES�FOR�COSTS�FOR�TOLL�ROADS�

�� /BTAIN�CAPITAL�COST�ESTIMATES�FROM�#ALTRANS�FOR�MANUAL�AND�ELECTRONIC�BOOTHS�ON�TOLL
BRIDGES�TO�USE�AS�PROXIES�FOR�COSTS�FOR�TOLL�ROADS�

�� !SSUME�THAT�THERE�WILL�BE�THREE�BOOTHS�SET�UP�AT�EACH�#ORDON�3TATION�

3OURCES���420!�240��#ALTRANS��.$/4��3OUTH�3HORE�0ARKING�3TRATEGY�3TUDY�
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1999
2000

2001
2002

2003
2004

2005
2006

2007
2008

T
otal

R
even

u
es

C
ordon S

tation
M

t. R
ose

1,653,934
    

1,692,637
    

1,732,244
         

1,772,779
         

1,814,262
         

1,856,716
         

1,900,163
         

1,944,626
         

1,990,131
         

2,036,700
         

18,394,191
    

S
pooner

3,880,289
    

3,921,032
    

3,962,202
         

4,003,806
         

4,045,845
         

4,088,327
         

4,131,254
         

4,174,632
         

4,218,466
         

4,262,760
         

40,688,613
    

K
ingsbury

1,553,594
    

1,626,147
    

1,702,088
         

1,781,575
         

1,864,775
         

1,951,860
         

2,043,012
         

2,138,420
         

2,238,285
         

2,342,813
         

19,242,568
    

Luther
1,071,524

    
1,125,850

    
1,182,931

         
1,242,905

         
1,305,921

         
1,372,131

         
1,441,698

         
1,514,792

         
1,591,592

         
1,672,286

         
13,521,630

    
E

cho
3,249,144

    
3,297,882

    
3,347,350

         
3,397,560

         
3,448,523

         
3,500,251

         
3,552,755

         
3,606,046

         
3,660,137

         
3,715,039

         
34,774,688

    
S

R
 89

3,286,103
    

3,330,137
    

3,374,761
         

3,419,983
         

3,465,811
         

3,512,252
         

3,559,317
         

3,607,011
         

3,655,345
         

3,704,327
         

34,915,048
    

S
R

 267
2,637,533

    
2,677,096

    
2,717,252

         
2,758,011

         
2,799,381

         
2,841,372

         
2,883,992

         
2,927,252

         
2,971,161

         
3,015,728

         
28,228,777

    
S

ub-T
otal

17,332,121
  

17,670,780
  

18,018,828
       

18,376,619
       

18,744,518
       

19,122,909
       

19,512,191
       

19,912,781
       

20,325,117
       

20,749,653
       

189,765,516
  

E
xp

en
ses

O
perations (F

ee C
ollections)

M
anual

1,733,212
    

1,820,090
    

1,855,939
         

1,892,792
         

1,930,685
         

1,969,660
         

2,009,756
         

2,051,016
         

2,093,487
         

2,137,214
         

19,493,852
    

E
lectronic

1,393,425
    

1,463,478
    

1,218,890
         

1,243,275
         

1,268,353
         

1,294,152
         

1,320,698
         

1,348,022
         

1,376,151
         

1,405,119
         

13,331,563
    

H
alf/H

alf
1,563,319

    
1,691,038

    
1,583,537

         
1,615,074

         
1,647,505

         
1,680,863

         
1,715,184

         
1,750,505

         
1,786,864

         
1,824,302

         
16,858,189

    

C
apital C

osts (T
oll B

ooths)
M

anual 
2,100,000

    
2,100,000

      
E

lectronic 
4,200,000

    
4,200,000

      
H

alf/H
alf

3,150,000
    

3,150,000
      

S
ub-T

otal M
anual

3,833,212
    

1,820,090
    

1,855,939
         

1,892,792
         

1,930,685
         

1,969,660
         

2,009,756
         

2,051,016
         

2,093,487
         

2,137,214
         

21,593,852
    

S
ub-T

otal E
lec.

5,593,425
    

1,463,478
    

1,218,890
         

1,243,275
         

1,268,353
         

1,294,152
         

1,320,698
         

1,348,022
         

1,376,151
         

1,405,119
         

17,531,563
    

S
ub-T

otal H
alf/H

alf
4,713,319

    
1,691,038

    
1,583,537

         
1,615,074

         
1,647,505

         
1,680,863

         
1,715,184

         
1,750,505

         
1,786,864

         
1,824,302

         
20,008,189

    

N
et R

evs.
A

ll M
anual B

ooths
13,498,909
  

15,850,689
  

16,162,889
       

16,483,827
       

16,813,833
       

17,153,249
       

17,502,435
       

17,861,765
       

18,231,630
       

18,612,438
       

168,171,665
  

A
ll E

lectronic B
ooths

11,738,697
  

16,207,301
  

16,799,938
       

17,133,344
       

17,476,165
       

17,828,757
       

18,191,492
       

18,564,760
       

18,948,966
       

19,344,534
       

172,233,953
  

H
alf/H

alf
12,618,803
  

15,979,742
  

16,435,291
       

16,761,545
       

17,097,013
       

17,442,046
       

17,797,007
       

18,162,277
       

18,538,253
       

18,925,351
       

169,757,327
  



Traffic Counts at 7 Entrance Points

Cordon Station Growth Rates per year
Yr. 1995 Yr. 2001* Yr. 1995

Mt. Rose 6,890         7,916         2.34% 3,445        
Spooner 15,851       16,876       1.05% 7,926        
Kingsbury 6,164         8,106         4.67% 3,082        
Luther 4,100         5,516         5.07% 2,050        
Echo 12,900       14,105       1.50% 6,450        
SR 89 13,500       14,622       1.34% 6,750        
SR 267 10,700       11,700       1.50% 5,350        
Total 70,105       78,841       35,053      

* based on TRPA model, peak trips
1995 figures from Caltrans

For toll fee trips, use two years of growth from 1995 figures.

Cordon Station
ADT, Peak

Mt. Rose 3,608         
Spooner 8,093         
Kingsbury 3,377         
Luther 2,263         
Echo 6,645         
SR 89 6,932         
SR 267 5,512         
Total 36,429       

Avg. Daily Peak Trips
Half of Daily Peak Trips to be applied 
Toll Fee, 1995



Assume: Off peak daily trip totals are 60% of daily peak trip totals** 

Cordon Station
ADT, Off-Peak

Mt. Rose 2,165         
Spooner 4,856         
Kingsbury 2,026         
Luther 1,358         
Echo 3,987         
SR 89 4,159         
SR 267 3,307         
Total 21,858       

Source:  Caltrans 1995 Traffic Volumes

Weighted Average Calculation for one-way ADT per Cordon Station.

Cordon Station
Avg. Daily One-Way Trips

Mt. Rose ADT=.25*(3,608 peak trips)+.75(2,165 off-peak trips) 2,521        
Spooner ADT=.25*(8,093 peak trips)+.75(4,856 off-peak trips) 5,654        
Kingsbury ADT=.25*(3,377 peak trips)+.75(2,026 off-peak trips) 2,359        
Luther ADT=.25*(2,263 peak trips)+.75(1,358 off-peak trips) 1,581        
Echo ADT=.25*(6,645 peak trips)+.75(3,987 off-peak trips) 4,642        
SR 89 ADT=.25*(6,932 peak trips)+.75(4,159 off-peak trips) 4,843        
SR 267 ADT=.25*(5,512 peak trips)+.75(3,307 off-peak trips) 3,851        

25,451      

Assume:
90 Peak days
275 off peak days
Percentage of full year
Peak days 25%
Off Peak 75%

**  % derived from ratio of Annual to Peak Month ADT around S. 
Lake Tahoe area counters



Percent breakdown of trips
Source:  LSC, Parking Study, Tech. Memo. #2

Cordon Station

Resident Visitor Through Total

Mt. Rose 1,412       5,149       416         6,977        
Spooner 1,924       12,843     1,305      16,072      
Kingsbury 1,233       4,741       328         6,302        
Luther 706          3,285       937         4,928        
Echo 1,153       10,841     1,983      13,977      
SR 89 2,036       10,937     1,465      14,438      
SR 267 1,494       8,997       1,616      12,107      
Total 9,958       56,793     8,050      74,801      

Percentage of trips

Cordon Station
Resident Visitor Through Total

Mt. Rose 20% 74% 6% 100%
Spooner 12% 80% 8% 100%
Kingsbury 20% 75% 5% 100%
Luther 14% 67% 19% 100%
Echo 8% 78% 14% 100%
SR 89 14% 76% 10% 100%
SR 267 12% 74% 13% 100%

Percentage of trips, combining Visitor and Through trips

Cordon Station

Resident

Visitor + 

Through Total

Mt. Rose 20% 80% 100%
Spooner 12% 88% 100%
Kingsbury 20% 80% 100%
Luther 14% 86% 100%
Echo 8% 92% 100%
SR 89 14% 86% 100%
SR 267 12% 88% 100%

Trip by Type, 1995

% Trip by Type, 1995

% Trip by Type, 1995



Expenses

Operations 

1st Dollar 2nd Dollar
0.15$            0.05$         

Assume that electronic toll collection is:
0.15$            per transaction for first two years.
0.12$            per transaction after.

Also assume 3% annual increase in operations costs.

Capital costs

Manual collection per booth Total Costs
100,000$      per booth Assume 2,100,000$    

21
Electronic toll booth Booths Total Costs

200,000$      per booth 4,200,000$    

Source:  Caltrans estimates for Bay Area Bridges

Manual Operations costs mainly accounts for direct manual labor of collecting toll and some admininstration.
Electric Operations costs includes all administration and marketing.

Assume that direct labor for manual collection of tolls is 15 cents for first dollar collected 
and 5 cents for every dollar collected after.



Basin Entrance Fee
Revenues by Resident and Visitor

Resident Visitor

Mt. Rose 186,203$         Mt. Rose 1,358,014$      
Spooner 247,044$         Spooner 3,298,117$      
Kingsbury 168,462$         Kingsbury 1,295,504$      
Luther 82,677$           Luther 769,389$         
Echo 139,781$         Echo 2,628,557$      
SR 89 249,274$         SR 89 2,678,101$      
SR 267 173,436$         SR 267 2,088,898$      
Sub-Total 1,246,877$      Sub-Total 14,116,580$    

Through Percentage of Resident to Visitor/Through Revenues

Mt. Rose 109,717$         Resident 7%
Spooner 335,128$         Through 11%
Kingsbury 89,628$           Visitor 81%
Luther 219,457$         
Echo 480,807$         Total Revenues, Yr. 1999
SR 89 358,729$         17,332,121$ 
SR 267 375,198$         
Sub-Total 1,968,664$      
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4RANSIENT�/CCUPANCY�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY��,ODGING�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�AVERAGE�4/4�REVENUES�FROM�EACH�COUNTY�

�� #ALCULATE�LODGING�REVENUES�FOR�EACH�COUNTY�USING�4/4�REVENUES�AND�4/4�TAX�RATES�FOR
EACH�COUNTY�

�� !PPLY����4/4�ON�AVERAGE�LODGING�RECEIPTS�TO�GET�NEW�REVENUE�FOR�EACH�COUNTY�

3OURCES���,AKE�4AHOE�6ISITORS�!UTHORITY��.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE�2ESORT�!SSOCIATION��2ENO�3PARKS
#ONVENTION�AND�6ISITORS�"UREAU��#ITY�OF�3OUTH�,AKE�4AHOE�!CCOUNTING�$EPT�



TOT from SLT, Incline, Placer County and Douglas County

SLT (11%) 7,005,279$                    
Three Year Annual Average

Douglas Co. (9%) 5,296,278$                    
Two Year Annual Average

Incline Village (9%) 2,375,101$                    
Five Year Annual Average

Placer Co. (8%) 3,690,037$                    1997 4,090,473$  
Not incl. 2% TOT for pub. Improvements 1996 3,840,039$  

1995 3,924,968$  
1994 3,385,705$  
1993 3,209,000$  

Average 3,690,037$  

Assumed average current TOT percentage to get lodging revenues
11% for SLT 9% for Douglas County 9% Incline 8% CA N. Shore 

Est. Lodging Revenues
TOT collections / TOT%
SLT 63,684,355$                  
Douglas Co. 58,847,533$                  
Incline Village 26,390,011$                  
Placer Co. 46,125,463$                  
Total 195,047,361$                

Assumed TOT percentage increase
2%

Additional TOT Revenues generated annually
SLT 1,273,687$                    
Douglas Co. 1,176,951$                    
Incline Village 527,800$                       
Placer Co. 922,509$                       
Total 3,900,947$                   

SLT TOT Breakdown
6% TOT % of 6% TOT 4% TOT =10% TOT 12% TOT

Rental/Owner Properties: 904,183    39% 620,558      1,524,741 
Motels: 1,434,059 61% 984,222      2,418,281 
Redevelopment Areas: 3,281,298      

2,338,242 100% 1,604,780   3,943,022 3,281,298      
55% 45%

Source:  City of SLT acct. dept. Grand Total 7,224,320$    

(to be consistent, not include 2% TOT 
for pub. improvements)



Revenues by State
TOT Lodging 2% increase

Lodging Receipts TOT % of total
Nevada

Douglas 58,847,533$        1,176,951$      
Washoe 26,390,011$        527,800$         

Total 85,237,544$        1,704,751$      44%

California 
Placer 46,125,463$        922,509$         

City of SLT 63,684,355$        1,273,687$      
Total 109,809,817$      2,196,196$      56%
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4RANSIENT�/CCUPANCY�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY���#AMPGROUND�AND�26�0ARKS

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�CAMPSITES�IN�BASIN�AND�PRICES�PER�NIGHT�

�� !SSUME�NUMBER�OF�NIGHTS�CAMPSITES�OCCUPIED��ESTIMATED�FROM�REVENUES�COLLECTED�FROM
3TATE�CAMPGROUNDS�

�� 3UMMARIZE�TOTAL�REVENUES�FROM�ALL�CAMPSITES�

�� 3CENARIO������$ETERMINE�TOTAL�REVENUES�WITHOUT�#!�3TATE�0ARK�REVENUES��SINCE�CAN�NOT
IMPOSE�4/4��#!�2EVENUE�AND�4AXATION�#ODE��3ECTION�����	�

�� �3CENARIO������!PPLY�����4/4�ON�ALL�CAMPGROUNDS�AND�26�SITES��INCLUDING�3TATE�0ARKS	�
AND����4/4�ON�3,4�SITES�

�� 3UMMARIZE�4/4�REVENUES�GENERATED�

3OURCE���#!�3TATE�0ARKS��6ARIOUS�#AMPGROUND�"ROCHURES��#ITY�OF�3,4�!CCOUNTING�$EPT��
6ARIOUS�CONTACT�WITH�SELECT�CAMPSITES�



Campgrounds and RV Sites
# of days fully

Owner Name # sites Avg. Price/Night

Occupied, with 
no turnover in 
camp sites.* Total

State Bayview 10 Free (2 nights)
N. Shore Blue Waters Lodge & RV Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
S. Shore CA Land Mgmt. (Fallen Leaf) 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
Permit by USFS Camp Richardson 332 19.50$              45 291,330$         
SLT, city own Campground by the Lake 170 16.50$              45 126,225$         
S. Shore Chris Haven Mobile Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
State D.L. Bliss 172 16.00$              77 211,904$         
State Emerald Bay Boat Camp 20 8.00$                incl. In Eagle Pt
State Eagle Pt. (Emerald Bay) 100 16.00$              77 123,200$         
USFS, some RV Fallen Leaf 205 14.00$              77 220,990$         
USFS Ganite Flat 75 12.00$              45 40,500$           
State General Creek (Sugar Pine) 175 16.00$              77 215,600$         
USFS Goose Meadow 25 8.00$                45 9,000$             
N. Shore Hand O Fortune Court 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
Permit by USFS Kaspian (private) 10 10.00$              45 4,500$             
Meyers, Private KOA 60 23.00$              45 62,100$           
Tahoe City PUD Lake Forest Camp 20 10.00$              45 9,000$             
S. Shore Lakeside Mobile Home & RV Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
S. Shore Little Truckee Mobile Home Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
USFS Meeks Bay 40 14.00$              45 25,200$           
Permit by USFS Meeks Bay Resort 28 17.50$              45 22,050$           
USFS Mt. Rose 24 7.00$                45 7,560$             
USFS Nevada Beach Forest 54 15.00$              45 36,450$           
S. Shore Old Stage Mobile Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
S. Shore Richardson’s Resort & Marina 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
King Bch, Private Sandy Beach 44 17.50$              45 34,650$           
USFS Silver Creek Camp 26 8.00$                45 9,360$             
Meyers, Private Tahoe Pines 60 22.00$              45 59,400$           
State Tahoe State Rec. Area 39 16.00$              77 48,048$           
SLT, Private own Tahoe Valley Camp 413 24.00$              45 446,040$         
N. Shore Village Green Mobilehome and RV Park 75 22.00$              45 74,250$           
USFS William Kent 91 12.00$              45 49,140$           
Permit by USFS Zephyr Cove 175 19.00$              45 149,625$         

Total 3,033 2,870,122$      

Scenario 1
Can’t impose TOT on State Park campgrounds St. Parks total 598,752$         
(CA Revenue and Taxation Code, Section 7282) Total w/out St. 

Parks 2,271,370$      

Scenario 2
Total Revenues without SLT sites 2,297,857$      

Impose 10% TOT on total revenues from all campgrounds and RV parks, except SLT sites
229,786$           

Impose 2% TOT on SLT sites Total 241,231$          
11,445$             

Note:  (77 days at state camp sites was chosen because the current camp site fees and site totals, filled to capacity for 
77 days, match closely with actual revenues collected.  45 days at other sites arbitrarily chosen.)
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0ARKING�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY

2%6%.5%3

�� #OLLECT�NUMBER�OF�PUBLIC�PARKING�SPACES�FROM�3TATE�0ARKS��AND�NON3OUTH�3HORE
RECREATIONAL�LOCATIONS���#ONTACTED�APPROPRIATE�STAFF�FROM�VARIOUS�LOCAL�AGENCIES�FOR�DATA�

�� 3UMMARIZE�NUMBER�OF�PARKING�SPACES��EXCEPT�3OUTH�3HORE�LOCATIONS�

�� !SSUME�THAT�LOTS�ARE�FILLED�TO�PARKING�CAPACITY�WITHOUT�TURNOVER�DURING�THE�DAY�THE
EQUIVALENT�OF����DAYS�PER�YEAR���4HE�ACTUAL�PARKING�REVENUES�COLLECTED�BY�STATE�PARKS
GENERATES�AN�ESTIMATED�EQUIVALENT�AMOUNT�AS�THE�ASSUMPTION	�

�� 5TILIZE�DAILY�PEAK�REVENUES�FROM�3OUTH�3HORE�0ARKING�3TRATEGY�3TUDY�FOR�3OUTH�3HORE
LOCATIONS���!SSUME����PEAK�DAYS�

�� #REATE�TWO�FEE�SCENARIOS��A����DAILY�CHARGE�AND�A����DAILY�CHARGE�

�� 3UMMARIZE�GROSS�ANNUAL�REVENUE�TOTALS�FROM�3OUTH�3HORE�AND�ALL�OTHER�LOCATIONS�FOR
BOTH�LOCATIONS�

�� 0HASE�IN�COLLECTION�OF�GROSS�REVENUES�OVER�FOUR�YEARS�AT����������������AND������PER
,3#�ANALYSIS�OF�IMPLEMENTATION�OF�THE�PARKING�PROGRAM�

�

%80%.3%3

�� 5TILIZE�CAPITAL�AND�OPERATIONS�COSTS�IN�,3#�STUDY�FOR�3OUTH�3HORE�LOCATIONS�

�� !SSUME�CAPITAL�AND�OPERATIONS�COSTS�FOR�.ORTH�3HORE�AND�OTHER�LOCATIONS�ARE�����OF�THE
COSTS�FOR�3OUTH�3HORE��BASED�ON�THE�RATIO�OF�NON3OUTH�3HORE�RECREATION�PARKING�SPACES
TO�3OUTH�3HORE�RECREATIONAL�SPACES

�� 0HASE�IN�CAPITAL�AND�OPERATING�COSTS�OVER�THE�SAME�RATIOS�AND�TIME�PERIOD�AS�THE
REVENUE�COLLECTION�

3OURCES���3OUTH�3HORE�0ARKING�3TRATEGY�3TUDY��&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�%MERALD�"AY�4RANSPORTATION
3TUDY���,OCAL�3TATE�AGENCY�STAFF�CONTACTS��SELECT�PRIVATE�SECTOR�STAFF�CONTACTS�



Parking Fees

State Parks # spaces
Emerald Bay
# of spaces
Formal 166
Informal 332
Total 498

Total CA State Parks
Tahoe St. Rec. Area 65 1,058        

Sugar Pine 100

D.L. Bliss 35

Lake Valley Rec Area 70

Fallen Leaf Lake
# of spaces
Formal 84
Informal 206
Total 290

Sand Harbor Beach
Autos 512

Cave Rock
Combined Boats and Autos 60 Total NV State Parks

672
Spooner Lake
Formal 86
Informal 14
Total 100



North Shore
Diamond Peak Resort 630
Incline/Ski Beach 107
Aspen Grove Village Green 92
Burnt Cedar Beach 156
Total 985

Tahoe Conservancy
Phase I (Garwoods to Sierra 
Boat Marina 43
Phase II (E. of Patton Beach) 23
Total 66

Kings Beach State Recreation 
Area 150
Miscellaneous other beaches 60
Tahoe Biltmore 338
Cal Neva 200
Hyatt Regency 500
Crystal Bay Club 150

1,398                 

South Shore (non LSC lots)
Future Tahoe Keys Marina 
area (Tahoe Conservancy 
project) 50

West Shore
Tahoe City Transit Park 210

Skylandia Park 30
Lake Forest Beach 10
Pomin Park 30
WCB Boat Camp 44
Commons Beach 36
64 Acres 50
Gatekeepers Cabin 45
Kilner Park 18
Elizabeth Williams 6
Homewood Ski Resort 400

669

Total Non-State Park Spaces 3,378                 total other spaces 
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Alternative #1 Summation ($3 parking fee)
Extra $3 charge
Assume lots filled to capacity with no turnover in spaces the equivalent of 90 days per year.

CA State Parks
285,660$                                Total (excluding South Shore Parking)

1,379,160$ 
NV State Parks

181,440$                                

Other non-S. Shore rec. parking lots
912,060$                                

LSC Parking Strategy #3 South Shore Recreation Parking Lots
Recreation Based Parking Fees $3  per day
Visitor revenues per day, peak 37,300$             
Resident revs. per day, peak 22,500$             $30 per annual pass
Total 59,800$             13,784  total spaces

Assume 90 peak days 5,382,000$        

Total Gross Revenues is: 
5,382,000$                             South Shore parking
1,379,160$                             All other parking
6,761,160$                             (phased in 35% in year 1)

45% in year 2
74% in year 3
100% in year 4

beaches, casinos, ski 
areas, trail heads, 
marinas, etc.



Alternative #2 Summation ($2 parking fee)
Extra $2 charge
Assume lots filled to capacity with no turnover in spaces the equivalent of 90 days per year.

CA State Parks
190,440$                                Total (excluding South Shore Parking)

919,440$    
NV State Parks

120,960$                                

Other rec. parking lots
608,040$                                

LSC Parking Strategy #3 South Shore Recreation Parking Lots
Recreation Based Parking Fees $2 per day
Visitor revenues per day, peak 24,866$             
Resident revs. per day, peak 15,000$             $20 per annual pass
Total 39,866$             13,784 total spaces

Assume 90 peak days 3,587,964$        

Total Gross Annual Revenues is: 
3,587,964$                             South Shore parking

919,440$                                All other parking
4,507,404$                             (phased in 35% in year 1)

45% in year 2
74% in year 3
100% in year 4

beaches, casinos, ski 
areas, trail heads, 
marinas, etc.



Expenses

Capital Costs for S. Shore Parking Program (transit not included)
1,208,250$      

Maintenance and Operations for S. Shore (transit not included)
1,232,100$      

Source:  LSC, S.Shore Parking Study, Tech. Memo #3

Capital Costs for N. Shore, assumed at 25% of S. Shore Costs*
302,063$         

Maintenance and Operations for N. Shore, assumed at 25% of S. Shore Costs*
308,025$         

Assume O&M costs increase 3% per year

Total Capital Costs, Basin
1,510,313$      

Total Maintenance and Operations costs, Basin
1,540,125$      

Capital Costs are phased in over 4 years at 35%, 45%, 74%, and 100% of total costs.

Year 1 528,609$         
Year 2 151,031$         
Year 3 437,991$         
Year 4 392,681$         

O&M costs are phased in over 4 years, similar to revenues, at 35%, 45%, 74%, and 100%

Year 1 539,044$         
Year 2 693,056$         
Year 3 1,139,693$      
Year 4 1,540,125$      

Notes
*  Non-South Shore recreation spaces tally up to 25% of S. Shore parking spaces



Ratio of Casino and Ski Resort Parking to Total Spaces

Ski Resort and Casino Totals 
(basinwide)

Non South Shore 
Ski and Casino

South Shore 
Ski and 
Casino

12,899                                    2,218                 10,681        

Total Parking Spaces basinwide
18,892                                    

Percent of total parking spaces basin wide

Ski Resort and Casino Totals 
(basinwide)

Non South Shore 
Ski and Casino

South Shore 
Ski and 
Casino

68% 12% 57%

Casinos only (spaces) North Shore South Shore
10,159                                    1,188                 8,971          

Percent of total spaces basin wide
54% 6% 47%

Ski Resorts only (spaces)
Heavenly Homewood Diamond Peak Total

1,710                                      400                    630             2,740      

Percent of total spaces basin wide
9% 2% 3% 15%
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%NTERTAINMENT�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY

�� �$ERIVE�AVERAGE�EXPENDITURE�PER�VISITOR�PER�DAY�ON�RECREATION�AND�ENTERTAINMENT�

3OUTH�3HORE

v /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PER�PARTY�SPENDING�PER�DAY�PER�SEASON�

v /BTAIN�DATA�ON�AVERAGE�PARTY�SIZE�PER�SEASON�

v $ERIVE�SPENDING�PER�VISITOR�PER�DAY�PER�SEASON�

.ORTH�3HORE

v /BTAIN�DATA�ON�SPENDING�PER�VISITOR�PER�DAY�PER�SEASON�FROM�INTERCEPT�AND�MAILBACK

SURVEY���4HE�TWO�SURVEY�TECHNIQUES�PROVIDED�TWO�SETS�OF�SPENDING�FIGURES�PER

SEASON�

v 5SE�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�CALCULATION�TO�GET�AVERAGE�EXPENDITURES��CONSIDERING�THE

RESPONSE�RATES�FROM�BOTH�THE�INTERCEPT�AND�MAILBACK�SURVEYS�

v 3UMMARIZE�AVERAGE�EXPENDITURES�PER�VISITOR�PER�SEASON

�� 0ERFORM�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�CALCULATION�TO�GET�ONE�SET�OF�AVERAGE�VISITOR�EXPENDITURES�PER
DAY�FOR�THE�BASIN���!SSUME�����OF�VISITOR�DAYS�ARE�SPENT�ON�3��3HORE������ON�.��3HORE�
BASED�ON�ESTIMATED�VISITOR�DAYS�ON�BOTH�SHORES�������420!�4HRESHOLD�%VALUATION	�

�� #ALCULATE�OVERALL�AVERAGE�EXPENDITURES�PER�VISITOR�PER�DAY�PER�SEASON�

�� $ETERMINE�VISITOR�DAYS�PER�YEAR��SEE�6ISITOR�$AY�-ETHODOLOGY	

�� !SSUME�PERCENTAGES�OF�VISITOR�DAYS�PER�SEASON������DURING�&ALL������WINTER�����
3UMMER	��BASED�ON�ESTIMATED�PROPORTION�OF�LODGING�RECEIPTS�

�� #ALCULATE�TOTAL�EXPENDITURES�PER�SEASON�ON�ENTERTAINMENT�AND�RECREATION�BASINWIDE�

�� !PPLY����TAX�ON�TOTAL�EXPENDITURES�TO�GET�REVENUES�

3OURCE��������420!�4HRESHOLD�%VALUATION�������.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE�2ESORT�!SSOCIATION
6ISITOR�0ROFILE�3URVEY�������,AKE�4AHOE�6ISITOR�!UTHORITY�6ISITOR�0ROFILE�3UMMARY��3OUTH
,AKE�4AHOE�#HAMBER�OF�#OMMERCE� ,AKE�4AHOE�%CONOMY�$OLLAR�6OLUME�%STIMATES �



Entertainment Tax

Avg. Expenditure per visitor per day for both recreation and entertainment, North Shore
Fall 33$                        
Winter 57$                        
Summer 62$                        

Avg. Expenditure per visitor per day for both recreation and entertainment, South Shore
Fall 19$                        
Winter 23$                        
Summer 25$                        

Total Visitor 
Days/year 7,106,010              

Assume 80% visitor days are spent in S. Shore, 20% in N. Shore, based on estimated visitors to each 

Weighted Avg. Calculation to get avg. spending per visitor per day per season, basin wide.
=((80%*(S.Shore Fall$))+(20%*(N.Shore Fall$)))
Fall 22$                        
Winter 30$                        
Summer 32$                        

Assume:
20% of annual visitors days during Fall, based on estimated proportion of lodging receipts.
35% of annual visitors days during Winter
45% of annual visitors days during Summer

Entertainment and Recreation

Annual revenues basin wide, by season.
Fall 30,922,364$          
Winter 74,665,437$          
Summer 103,341,756$        

208,929,556$        

Alternative 1
2% entertainment and recreation tax (combine entertainment and recreation revenues)

Entertainment and Recreation
Fall 618,447$               
Winter 1,493,309$            
Summer 2,066,835$            
Total 4,178,591$           

Alternative 2
5% entertainment and recreation tax (combine entertainment and recreation revenues)

Entertainment and Recreation
Fall 1,546,118$            
Winter 3,733,272$            
Summer 5,167,088$            
Total 10,446,478$          

Note:  More visitor expenditures are going towards gaming on S. Shore, hence possibly explaining 
the difference in rec. and entertainment spending between North and South. 



Entertainment Tax, North Shore

Spending per visitor data extracted from N. Lake Tahoe Resort Association Survey, 1997.  
Dollar figures below do not include sightseeing spending per visitor day.

Entertainment and Nightlife  spending per visitor per day
Intercept Mailbacks Avg. Derived

Fall 11$                    11$         
Winter 19$                    16 18$         
Summer 12$                    19 14$         

Recreation and activities spending per visitor per day
Intercept Mailbacks Avg. Derived

Fall 22$                    22$         
Winter 37$                    43 39$         
Summer 62$                    18 48$         

Total Survey Responses (1997 N. Lake Tahoe Resort Assoc. survey)
Intercept Mailback Total

Summer 1,355                 635 1,990      
% of total 68% 32%

Winter 735 466 1,201      
% of total 61% 39%

Avg. Expenditure per visitor per day for entertainment per season. (inserted in above table)
Winter 18$                    
Summer 14$                    

Avg. Expenditure per visitor per day for recreation per season. (inserted in above table)
Winter 39$                    
Summer 48$                    

Avg. Expenditure per visitor per day for both recreation and entertainment, North Shore
Fall 33$                   
Winter 57$                   
Summer 62$                   

Weighted average calculation of Intercept to Mailback responses to get 
average expenditures, based on survey response totals. 



Entertainment Spending on South Shore (including recreation)

Per Party Daily Expenditures for Entertainment

Calendar Year
Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4
Winter Spring Summer Fall

79$         82$         53$         72$         

Avg. Party Size
Winter Spring Summer Fall

3.4          3.3          3.2          3.8          

Spending per person per day on entertainment
Winter Spring Summer Fall

23$         25$         17$         19$         

Source:  LTVA 1997 Visitor Profile Summary



420!�2EGIONAL�2EVENUE�3OURCE�!NALYSIS��$RAFT

!RTHUR�"AUER�AND�!SSOCIATES��)NC�•���

3CENIC�$RIVE�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY

2%6%.5%3

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�AVERAGE�DAILY�TRIPS�FOR�%MERALD�"AY�AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�

v /BTAIN�TRAFFIC�DATA�ON�PEAK�DAILY�TRIPS�AND�ANNUAL�AVERAGE�TRIPS�AT�#ALTRANS

MILEPOSTS��-0	AND�FROM�420!�MODEL�

v $IVIDE�DAILY�TRIPS�BY�TWO�TO�ADDRESS�ONLY�ONEWAY�TRIPS�

v !SSUME��FOR�%MERALD�"AY��THAT�����OF�THE�ONEWAY�TRIPS�COUNTED�AT�THE�SOUTH�-0

IS�APPLIED�A�FEE��AND�����OF�THE�ONEWAY�TRIPS�COUNTED�AT�THE�NORTH�-0�IS�APPLIED

A�FEE���4HE�REMAINING�����AND�����OF�ONEWAY�TRIPS�ARE�THE�SAME�PAYING�VEHICLES

THAT�TRAVEL�BEYOND�%MERALD�"AY�AND�THEN�CROSS�BACK�OVER�TO�RETURN�TO�THEIR�ORIGIN�

4HIS�IS�DONE�TO�AVOID�DOUBLE�COUNTING�THE�SAME�VEHICLES�AND�APPLYING�ANOTHER�FEE�

v !SSUME��FOR�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE��THAT�����OF�THE�ONEWAY�TRIPS�FROM�THE�EAST�-0��AND

����OF�THE�ONEWAY�TRIPS�FROM�THE�WEST�-0�ARE�APPLIED�THE�FEE��4HE�REMAINING

����AND�����ARE�THE�SAME�PAYING�VEHICLES�THAT�TRAVEL�BEYOND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE

AND�THEN�CROSS�BACK�OVER�TO�RETURN�TO�THEIR�ORIGIN�

�� !SSUME�����OF�A�YEAR�IS�FOR�PEAK�TRAFFIC��AND�����OF�A�YEAR�IS�FOR�OFFPEAK�TRAFFIC�

�� #ONDUCT�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�CALCULATION�FOR�!VG��$AILY�4RAFFIC��!$4	�THAT�IS�APPLICABLE�FOR
FULL�YEAR�FOR�%MERALD�"AY�AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�

�� $ETERMINE�BREAKDOWN�OF�TRIP�TYPE��RESIDENT�VS��VISITOR�AND�PASSTHROUGHS	�IN�THE�TWO
AREAS�

�� !PPLY�PERCENTAGE�OF�TRIP�TYPE�TO�!$4��STEP��	�FOR�%MERALD�"AY�AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�TO
GET�TRIP�DISTRIBUTION�

�� !PPLY�ANNUAL�PASS�OF������ONETIME�PAYMENT	�FOR�RESIDENT�TRIPS��AND����FOR�%MERALD�"AY
AND����FOR�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�

�� #ALCULATE�ANNUAL�REVENUES�FOR�RESIDENT�PASSES�AND�VISITOR�PASS�THROUGH�TRIPS�

�� 3UMMARIZE�TOTAL�REVENUES�FOR�%MERALD�"AY�AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�
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%80%.3%3

�� /BTAIN�OPERATIONS�COST�ESTIMATES�FROM�#ALTRANS�FOR�MANUAL�BRIDGE�TOLL�COLLECTIONS�TO�USE
AS�PROXIES�FOR�COSTS�FOR�TOLL�ROADS�

�� /BTAIN�CAPITAL�COST�ESTIMATES�FROM�#ALTRANS�FOR�MANUAL�BOOTHS�ON�TOLL�BRIDGES�TO�USE�AS
PROXIES�FOR�COSTS�FOR�TOLL�ROADS�

�� !SSUME�THAT�THERE�WILL�BE�TWO�BOOTHS�SET�UP�AT�EACH�ENTRANCE�POINT�INTO�%MERALD�"AY
AND�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE��ONE�ON�EACH�SIDE�OF�(IGHWAY�����EIGHT�TOTAL�BOOTHS	�

3OURCES���420!�TRAFFIC�MODEL��#ALTRANS�TRIP�COUNTS��#ALTRANS��420!�&ALLEN�,EAF�,AKE�%MERALD
"AY�4RANSPORTATION�3TUDY��3OUTH�3HORE�0ARKING�3TRATEGY�3TUDY�



Emerald Bay
Avg. 
Daily/Annual 
Paying Trips 2,507          

Distribution of Daily Trips Trips Daily Revs. Annual Revs. (Fee applied all year)

19% 469         7,035$        7,035$             

2,238,543$      
Daily Pass 3$               
Annual Pass 15$             

Fallen Leaf
Avg. 
Daily/Annual 
Paying Trips 1,885          

Distribution of Daily Trips Trips Daily Revs. Annual Revs. (Fee applied all year)

13% 252         3,783$        3,783$             

1,195,971$      
Daily Pass 2$               
Annual Pass 15$             
Source:  Fallen Leaf Lake/Emerald Bay Transportation Study, LSC Parking Study for trip ends

Total:
Emerald Bay 2,238,543$ 
Fallen Leaf 1,195,971$ 

3,434,514$ 

 $        3,266 1,192,187$      Beg/End Trip Outside 
Basin/Daily Passes

Residential Trips/Annual 
Passes

Visitor Trips/Daily Passes
87% 1,633      

Visitor Trips/Daily Passes
 $        6,114 2,231,508$      Beg/End Trip Outside 

Basin/Daily Passes

Residential Trips/Annual 
Passes

81% 2,038      



Traffic Volumes, Distribution

Emerald Bay

1995 Caltrans Traffic counts
Peak Annual Avg. Peak Annual Avg.

Lower entrance marker MP 
13.24 4,800           3,900          2,400       1,950        
Upper entrance marker  MP 
19.54 4,300           2,700          2,150       1,350        

TRPA Traffic Model Counts (yr. 1995 peak summer day)

South side of Emerald Bay 5,104           2,552       
North side of Emerald Bay 5,185           2,593       

90 Peak days
275 off peak days
Percentage of full year
Peak days 25%
Off Peak 75%

Weighted Average Calculation for ADT
ADT=.25*(.50 (2,593)+ .80 (2,552 fee trips)+.75(.50 (1,350) + .80 (1,950) fee trips)

2,507                                  

Assume 80% of half of the trips counted at south MP is applied fee, and 50% of half of 
the trips counted at north MP is applied fee.  Assume that 20% and 50% of one way 
trips coming from south and north, respectively, are the same travelers going beyond 
Emerald Bay and returning back to their trip orgins, thus crossing over the other MP 
counter in both directions.  Basically, there is an allowance for a % of trips to not be 
applied a fee twice.

AADT (Daily Volumes)
Scenic Fee applied one way, or 

half of daily volume



Fallen Leaf Lake Road

1995 Caltrans Traffic counts
Milepost 11.69 Peak Annual Avg. Peak Annual Avg.

6,300           3,600          3,150       1,800        

TRPA Traffic Model Counts (yr. 1995, peak summer day)
W. side of Fallen Leaf Lake 6,005           3,003       
E. side of Fallen Leaf Lake 6,557           3,279       

90 Peak days
275 off peak days
Percentage of full year
Peak days 25%
Off Peak 75%

Weighted Average Calculation for ADT that is applied fee
ADT=.25*(.50 (3,003)+ .70 (3,279) fee trips)+.75(.7 (1,800) fee trips)

1,885                                  

Percent breakdown of trips
Source:  LSC, Parking Study, Tech. Memo. #2

Emerald Bay 
trips % of total 

Fallen 
Leaf trips % of total 

Residential Trips/Annual 
Passes 574              19% 396          13%
Visitor Trips/Daily Passes 2,414           79% 2,345       79%
Beg/End Trip Outside 
Basin/Daily Passes 80                3% 219          7%
Total 3,068           100% 2,960       100%

Annual Passes 19% 13%
Daily Passes 81% 87%

Assume 70% of half of the trips counted at east MP is applied fee, and 50% of half of 
the trips counted at west MP is applied fee.  Assume that 30% and 50% of one way 
trips coming from east and west, respectively, are the same travelers who are 
traveling beyond Fallen Leaf Lake and returning back to their trip orgins, thus crossing 
over the other MP counter in both directions. Basically, there is an allowance for a % 
of trips to not be applied the fee twice.

Scenic Fee applied one way, or 
half of daily volumeAADT (Daily Volumes)



Expenses

Operations 

1st Dollar 2nd Dollar
0.15$           0.05$       

Operations Cost per year
Emerald Bay 186,543$ 
Fallen Leaf 79,731$   
Total 266,274$ 

Also assume 3% annual increase in operations costs.

Capital costs

Manual collection per booth
100,000$     per booth

Assume
8 booths (2 at each entrance point)

Total Costs
800,000$     

Source:  Caltrans estimates for Bay Area Bridges

Assume that direct labor for manual collection of tolls is 15 cents for first dollar 
collected and 5 cents for every dollar collected after.

Manual Operations costs mainly accounts for direct manual labor of 
collecting toll and some admininstration.
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-AINTAINED�4RAIL�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�ESTIMATE�NUMBER�OF�DAY�AND�OVERNIGHT�PERMITS�IN�$ESOLATION
7ILDERNESS��INSIDE�AND�OUTSIDE�BASIN�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PERCENTAGES�OF�DAY�AND�OVERNIGHT�PERMITS�GENERATED�WITHIN�BASIN�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�AVERAGE�PEOPLE�PER�PERMIT�

�� #ALCULATE�TOTAL�HIKERS�PER�YEAR�FOR�$ESOLATION�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�FOR�ANNUAL�TOTAL�OF�VISITORS�TO�3POONER�,AKE�

�� #ALCULATE�TOTAL�ANNUAL�VISITORS�TO�MAJOR�PARKS�IN�BASIN�WITH�MAINTAINED�TRAILS�

�� !PPLY����FEE�FOR�EACH�PERSON�

3OURCE���53&3��.6�3TATE�0ARKS��3AND�(ARBOR�/FFICE�



Maintained Trail Fee

Six Desolation Trailheads in Basin (in order of visitorship)

Eagle Falls
Glen Alpine Overnight 7,000      
Bayview Day 22,500    
Echo 3% annual growth rate
Tallac
Meeks Bay

70% of all day permits are generated in the basin.
50% of all overnight permits are generated in the basin, per USFS

# annual permits in the basin:
Overnight 3,500          
Day 15,750        

Avg. people per permit:
3.1

Average # of nights per overnight permit
2.3

Overnight 10,850        
Day 48,825        

Total 59,675        

# of overnight stays at campsites
8,050          

# of people nights at campsites
24,955        

Spooner Lake
Total Visitors (mostly day visitors)

119,674       

Total Day and Overnight Visitors/Hikers
179,349       

Source:  USFS, trailhead data; NV State Parks, Sand Harbor Office

$1 surcharge for each registered visitor 
179,349$     Annual total

# of annual hikers at six CA trailheads (permits X avg. 
people per permit) 

Notes:  Eagle Falls has 60% of Basin day 
hikers in Desolation. Echo has 33% of Basin 
overnight campers in Desolation.

Estimated number of permits per year 
(inside and outside basin):



Revenues by State

$1 per hiker 
# hikers Revenues

California State Parks 59,675        59,675$        

Nevada State Parks 119,674      119,674$      

Total
179,349$ 
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"OAT�&UEL�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�GALLONS�OF�FUEL�CONSUMED�BY�BOATS�PER�DAY�IN�,AKE�4AHOE�

�� 5SE�ASSUMPTIONS�FOR�BOATING�SEASON�AND�NUMBER�OF�BOATS�ON�AN�AVERAGE�DAY�

�� #ALCULATE�TOTAL�GALLONS�CONSUMED�BY�BOATS�IN�,AKE���.EED�TO�PLACE�ASSUMPTION�THAT
BOATS�FILL�UP�AT�THE�SERVICE�STATIONS�ALONG�-ARINAS�AND�DOCKS�

�� !PPLY�GROWTH�FACTOR�ON�TOTAL�BOATS�AND�GALLONS�CONSUMED�TO�BRING�TOTALS�TO�CURRENT
ESTIMATES�

�� !PPLY�A���CENT�PER�GALLON�TAX�ON�GASOLINE�PURCHASED�AT�-ARINAS�AND�BOATING�DOCKS�

3OURCE��������420!�7ATERCRAFT�3TUDY



Revenue Option #1

Boat Fuel tax 

Total Gallons consumed by boats per year
1,198,242    

Apply 5 cent gas tax per gallon (assume that most boats fuel at Marinas)
59,912$       per year

Apply 10 cent gas tax per gallon (assume that most  boats fuel at Marinas)
119,824$     per year

Revenue Option #2

Fee for Registered Boats

Percentage of Tahoe Households that own boats (assume one boat per HH)
22%

Total # of Basin Households
44,913         

Registered Boats in Basin
10,038

Apply $10 annual registration fee
100,380$     per year

Revenue Option #3

Launch Fee at Public Marinas and Boat Ramps

# of launches annually
41,613         

Apply $3 per launch fee
124,839$     annually

Revenue Option #4

Fees on Buoys, Slips and Boat Ramps in Basin

Apply annual $50 fee per slip, buoy and boat ramp

Public Slips Public Buoys
Public Pier 
Moorings Total

51,198$       35,404$         $        1,012 87,614$   

Private Slips Private Buoys
Private Pier 
Moorings Total

15,052$       154,177$       $      94,545  $ 263,774 

Grand Total

Slips Buoys Boat Ramps Total
66,250$       189,581$       $      95,557  $ 351,388 



Boat fuel use

TRPA assumed boat growth rate per year: 1.5%
Assumed boating season: 123 days
Assumed number of boats on average summer day in 1994: 1,324      
Assume that boats fuel at marinas and shoreside locations.

Gallons consumed by boats per day in 1994
9,456            

Total Gallons consumed in 1994
1,163,088     

Source:  TRPA Watercraft Study, 1997

# boats: 1,364      

Total Gallons consumed by boats in 1999 (1.5% growth rate for two years)
1,198,242     

Apply 5 cent gas tax per gallon
59,912$        annual collections

Apply 10 cent gas tax per gallon
119,824$      

Assume growth in boats and fuel use for only two additional years above 1994 
figures to get 1999 figures, understading that boat use has declined over time.
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2EGISTERED�"OATS�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PERCENTAGE�OF�4AHOE�"ASIN�HOUSEHOLDS�THAT�OWN�BOATS�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�TOTAL�HOUSEHOLDS�

�� !SSUME�ONE�BOAT�PER�HOUSEHOLD�

�� $ETERMINE�NUMBER�OF�BASIN�HOUSEHOLDS��BOTH�PERMANENT�AND�SECONDHOME	�THAT�OWN�A

BOAT�

3OURCE���*$�&RANZ�3URVEY�FOR�THIS�STUDY��420!�&AIR�(OUSING�3TUDY�

!DDITIONAL�DATA�

4OTAL�REGISTERED�BOATS��BROKEN�DOWN��IN�EACH�COUNTY�IN�4AHOE�

3OURCE���#!�$-6��.6�$IV��/F�7ILDLIFE��$EPT��OF�6ESSEL�2EGISTRATIONS�



JD Franz Survey 

% of Respondents who do not have Tahoe as their primary residence:
15.8%

21.9%

Assume one boat per household

# of housing units in basin, 1995:
44,913                    

# of households occupied, 1995:
21,875                    

49%
# of households vacant, 1995 (assume second home owners):

23,038                    
51%

Assume 0.68% annual growth in households, based on TRPA "Fair Share" Housing Study, 1997

# of housing units in basin, 1998
45,835                    

# of households occupied, 1998:
22,324                    

49%
# of households vacant, 1998 (assume second home owners):

23,511                    
51%

10,038                    registered boat owners in basin

Apply Percentage of boat owners to both occupied and 
vacant households (total households)

Percentage of basin residents (both permanent and second home owners) surveyed
that own boats:



Boat Registrations

Nevada
Div. Of Wildlife, Dept. of Vessel Regis.
Registrations from 11/26/97 through 6/30/98

Size Douglas % total co. Washoe % total co. Carson City % total co.
Less than 13 ft. 
(most personal 
watercraft) 885 34% 4,283      36% 736 38%
13 to less than 18 ft. 856 33% 3,813      32% 711 36%
18 to less than 22 ft 651 25% 2,855      24% 395 20%
22 to less than 26 ft 169 6% 571         5% 87 4%
26 to less than 31 ft 43 2% 172         1% 25 1%
31 ft and up 16 1% 52           0% 3 0%

2,620        100% 11,746    100% 1,957         100%

California
Dept. of Motor Vehicles, Forecasting Div.
as of 12/31/97

County Pleasure Others Total
Placer 17,418      285           17,703      

% of County Total 98% 2% 100%

El Dorado 12,659      297           12,956      
% of County Total 98% 2% 100%

Nevada 8,476        61             8,537        
% of County Total 99% 1% 100%

Alpine 115 2               117
% of County Total 98% 2% 100%

Sacramento 43,329      788           44,117      
% of County Total 98% 2% 100%

Boat Type

County
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"OAT�,AUNCH�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�LAUNCHES�AT�PUBLIC�LAUNCH�SITES�FOR�PEAK�WEEKEND�DAY�
WEEKEND�DAY��AND�WEEKDAY�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�PEAK�WEEKEND�DAYS��WEEKEND�DAYS��AND�WEEKDAYS�FOR
BOATING�SEASON�

�� #ALCULATE�NUMBER�OF�LAUNCHES�PER�TYPE�OF�DAY�FOR�BOATING�SEASON�

�� !PPLY����FEE�PER�LAUNCH�

3OURCE��������420!�7ATERCRAFT�3TUDY�



Launch Fee

Public Site 
Launches

Peak Weekend 
Day Weekend Day Week Day

Marinas 438 227 119
Boat Ramps 443 311 131
Total 881 538 250

# Peak Weekend Days: 9
# Weekend Days: 18
# Week Days: 96

123

Total # launches per boating year from public facilities:

Peak Weekend Weekend Day Week Day Total
7,929               9,684             24,000      41,613    

Apply $3 per launch fee
124,839$            

# launches
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&EES�ON�"UOYS��3LIPS��AND�0IERS

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�SLIPS�AND�BUOYS�AT�PUBLIC�MARINAS�

�� !SSUME�GROWTH�OF�NUMBER�OF�BUOYS�AND�SLIPS�TO�CURRENT�YEARS�ESTIMATES�

�� /BTAIN�NUMBER�OF�PIERS�IN�"ASIN�

�� -AKE�ASSUMPTION�OF�MOORINGS�PER�PIER�TO�GET�PARKING�CAPACITY�OF�PIERS�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�TOTAL�NUMBER�OF�BUOYS�AND�SLIPS��PRIVATE�AND�PUBLIC	�

�� !SSUME�GROWTH�OF�NUMBER�OF�TOTAL�BUOYS�AND�SLIPS�TO�CURRENT�YEARS�ESTIMATES�

�� $ETERMINE�NUMBER�OF�MOORINGS�AT�PUBLIC�MARINAS�THAT�CATER�TO�LONG�TERM�STORAGE��FULL

BOATING�SEASON�FOR�SECOND�RESIDENT�BOATS	�

�� $ETERMINE�NUMBER�OF�MOORINGS�AT�PUBLIC�MARINAS�THAT�CATER�TO�SHORT�TERM�VISITOR�STORAGE

�DAILY��WEEKLY�RENTALS�OF�MOORS	�

�� $ETERMINE�TOTAL�PUBLIC�MOORINGS�

��� $ETERMINE�NUMBER�OF�PRIVATE�SLIPS��BUOYS�AND�PIER�MOORINGS�

��� !PPLY�����ANNUAL�FEE�TO�EACH�SLIP��BUOY�AND�PIER�MOORING��INCLUDING�BOTH�PRIVATE�AND

PUBLIC�MOORINGS�

3OURCE��������420!�7ATERCRAFT�3TUDY��#ONTACT�WITH�SELECT�-ARINAS��!DVERTISING�BROCHURES�
420!�STAFF�



Basin Marinas and 
Launching Ramps 1994 capacity

Phone Boat Capacity Gas Pump # slips # buoys # slips # buoys
Storage (cater to 
home owners) # slips

North Shore
Sierra Boat Co      
(Carnelian Bay) 530-546-2552 X 129 15 137 16 Yes 100
N. Tahoe Marina     (Tahoe 
Vista) 530-546-8248 X 30 38 32 40 Y 139
Tahoe Vista Ramp 0 0
Kings Beach Rec. Area.  
(N. Tahoe Rec.&Park, sub. 
Of N. Tahoe PUD)

530-546-7248  
530-546-4216 0 0

0 0
East Shore 0 0

Sand Harbor State Beach 702-831-0494

66 parking 
spaces on 
beach 0 0

Logan Shoals X 50 0 53 0 No 20
Cave Rock 702-831-0494 60 spaces 0 0
Zephyr Cove Marina 702-588-3833 X 0 65 0 69 No
Roundhill Pines Beach         
(H2O Sports)

702-588-3055    
702-588-4155 X 2 70 2 74 No

0 0
South Shore 0 0
Lakeside Marina 530-541-6626 X 73 0 77 0 N

Ski Run Marina
530-544-0200    
530-541-5448 X 10 94 11 100 N

Timber Cove Marina
530-544-5387  
530-544-2942    
888-307-4386 X 0 80 0 85 N

Beachcomer Marina (SLT 
Rec. Area Boat Ramp) 530-542-6055 0 0

Tahoe Keys Marina 
530-544-8888    
530-541-2155 X 330 0 350 0 Y 100

Camp Richardson Marina 
(Anchorage Marina) 530-542-6570 X 16 110 17 117 Y

0 0
West Shore 0 0
Meek’s Bay Marina 530-525-7242 112 0 119 0 N
Obexers Boat Harbor 530-525-7962 X 30 15 32 16 Y
Homewood Marina      (High 
& Dry Marina) 530-525-5966 X 0 125 0 133 Y
Sunnyside Boat Harbor 530-583-7201 X 24 24 25 25 Y

Lake Forest Boat Ramp 530-583-3796 0 0
Emerald Bay Boat Camp 20 0 0
Tahoe City Marina 530-583-1039 X 0 0
Tahoe Boat Company X 160 32 170 34 Y 200
U.S. Coast Guard

Pivate
Elk Point
Tahoe Keys Homeowners 112

Total 15 stations 966 668 1,024          708 671

Notes:
R - rentals
S - slips
B - buoys
Ra - ramps

Piers (Boat Ramps)
# of piers 764

Assumed moorings per pier 2.5
# of boat ramps at piers 1,910              

1998 capacity (assume 4 
yrs. growth over 1994 
numbers at 1.5% growth 
rate per year)



# buoys # launching # other Notes

200 40 160 B

50 50 50 R, S, B
20

39

90
Launch has Two 
double ramps

19
39 Two ramps

19 20 R, B

19 20 R, S, B

20 R, S, B

40 R, B

20 20 R, B

80 Campground by the Lake Boat Ramp

50 50 R, S

30 20 R, B

40 S
20 S, B

200 50 50 B
39 R, S, B

39

R, S, B
100 50 50

20

717 587 519

Ra, Tahoe City PUD 
operated, $7 park per day, 
$65 annual pass, 3,000 

# allocated for build out



Total Slips (Public and 
Private) in 1994

Total Buoys 
(Pub.& Priv.) in 
1994

Total Pier 
Moorings in 
1994 Total

1,250                                 3,577               1,910             6,737         

Assume 4 yr. Growth at 1.5% per year from 1994 to get 1998 estimates

Total Slips (Public and 
Private) in 1998

Total Buoys 
(Pub.& Priv.) in 
1998

Total Boat 
Ramps in 1998 Total

1,325                                 3,792               2,025             7,141         

Total Second Resident Boats Parked for the Whole Season at Public Marinas
(# of 1998 slips, buoys and boat ramps at marinas that have long term storage, tend to have higher slip and buoy charges) 
(assume 1% of all piers are public and are used for second resident use)
Slips Buoys Pier Moorings Total

762                                    381 20 1,163         

Total Touist Catered slips and buoys at Public Marinas
(# of 1998 slips and buoys at marinas that cater to short term storage of tourist boats, tend to have lower slip and buoy charges)
Slips Buoys Pier Moorings Total

262 328 0 589            

Total Second Resident and Tourist slips, buoys and boat ramps

Public Slips in 1998
Public Buoys in 
1998

Pier Moorings 
in 1998 Total

1,024                                 708 20 1,752         

Private Resident Slips, Buoys and Boat Ramps

Private Slips in 1998
Private Buoys in
1998

Private Pier 
Moorings in 
1998 Total

301                                    3,084               1,891             5,275         

50.00$       

Public Slips Public Buoys
Public Pier 
Moorings Total

51,198$                             35,404$           1,012$           87,614$     

Private Slips Private Buoys
Private Pier 
Moorings Total

15,052$                             154,177$         94,545$         263,774$   

Grand Total
Slips Buoys Pier Moorings Total

66,250$                             189,581$        95,557$         351,388$  

Apply fee of $50 per slip, buoy and boat ramp per 
boating year
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&IRE�3UPPRESSION�0ARCEL�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PARCELS�IN�BASIN�PER�COUNTY�AND�LAND�USE�

�� !PPLY�����ANNUAL�FEE�PER�PARCEL�ON�ALL�PARCELS�EXCEPT�PUBLIC�SERVICE�AND�PUBLIC�OPEN

SPACE�PARCELS�

3OURCE���420!�')3�PARCEL�DATA�



Fire Suppression

County Residential Tourist Commercial Pub. Service Recreation
Open Space 
(private)

Open 
Space 
(pub.) Total

Douglas 3,808        8        106            34               42            360               667           5,025      
Washoe 6,211        7        182            43               18            511               1,240        8,212      
Placer 9,501        89      316            173              193           2,680            1,909        14,861    
El Dorado 16,008      199    411            128              65            5,313            7,784        29,908    

Total 35,528      303    1,015          378              318           8,864            11,600      58,006    
GrandTotal 58,006      

Source:  1995 TRPA GIS data.

Alternative #1

# parcels        46,028 

Revenues

 $ 2,301,400 

Alternative #2
$50 annual assessment on all parcels

2,900,300$ 

Parcel Type

$50 annual assessment on all parcels except Pub.Service and Public Open Space.



Revenues by State

Fire Suppression

$50/parcel
Nevada

Douglas 216,200$    
Washoe 346,450$    

Total 562,650$    
Total

2,301,400$ 
California

Placer 638,950$    
El Dorado 1,099,800$ 

1,738,750$ 
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!SSESSMENT�&EE�FOR�#URBS�AND�$RAINAGE��NONRESIDENTIAL	�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PARCELS�IN�BASIN�PER�COUNTY�AND�LAND�USE�

�� !PPLY�����ANNUAL�FEE�PER�PARCEL�ON�ALL�PARCELS�EXCEPT�RESIDENTIAL�PARCELS��PUBLIC�SERVICE

PARCELS��PRIVATE�OPEN�SPACE�PARCELS��AND�PUBLIC�OPEN�SPACE�PARCELS�

3OURCE���420!�')3�PARCEL�DATA�

!SSESSMENT�&EE�FOR�#URBS�AND�$RAINAGE��2ESIDENTIAL	�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PARCELS�IN�BASIN�PER�COUNTY�AND�LAND�USE�

�� !PPLY�����ANNUAL�FEE�PER�PARCEL�ON�ONLY�2ESIDENTIAL�PARCELS�

3OURCE���420!�')3�PARCEL�DATA�



Assessments on Curb and Drainage

County Residential Tourist Commercial Pub. Service Recreation

Open 
Space 
(private)

Open 
Space 
(pub.)

Douglas 3,808        8        106            34               42           360         667         
Washoe 6,211        7        182            43               18           511         1,240      
Placer 9,501        89      316            173             193         2,680      1,909      
El Dorado 16,008      199    411            128             65           5,313      7,784      

Total 35,528      303    1,015         378             318         8,864      11,600    
GrandTotal 58,006      

Alternative #1
$50 Assessment on non-open space (Residential, Tourist, Recreation and Commercial)

1,858,200$     # of parcels 37,164

Alternative #2
$50 Assessment on residential only 

1,776,400$     # of parcels 35,528        

Alternative #3
$50 Assessment on non-residential, non-open space (tourist, Recreation and commercial)
# of parcels 1,636        

81,800$          

Parcel Type



Revenues by State

Non-Residential, Non-Open Space Parcels

$50/parcel
Nevada

Douglas 7,800$        
Washoe 10,350$      

Total 18,150$      
Total

81,800$      
California

Placer 29,900$      
El Dorado 33,750$      

63,650$      

Residential Only

$50/parcel
Nevada

Douglas 190,400$    
Washoe 310,550$    

Total 500,950$    
Total

1,776,400$ 
California

Placer 475,050$    
El Dorado 800,400$    

1,275,450$ 
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'AS�4AX�-ETHODOLOGY�FOR����.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES�AND���.6�BASIN
#OUNTIES�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�GALLONS�CONSUMED�PER�VEHICLE�PER�YEAR��TOTAL�GALLONS�DISTRIBUTED�DIVIDED
BY�REGISTERED�VEHICLES	

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�TOTAL�REGISTERED�VEHICLES�PER�EACH�COUNTY�

�� #ALCULATE�GALLONS�CONSUMED�PER�COUNTY�

�� !PPLY���CENT�TAX�PER�GALLON�CONSUMED�TO�GET�TAXES�RAISED�

3OURCES���$-6��#!�AND�.6��#!�3TATE�"OARD�OF�%QUALIZATION��.6�$EPARTMENT�OF�4AXATION�
!NNUAL�2EPORT���������



1 cent Gas tax collections from Northern Cal. Counties and 3 Nevada Counties

Gallons of Fuel Distributed in CA in FY 1996-97 Gallons of Fuel Distributed in NV in FY 1996-97
13,720,332,000  825,672,041    

Total Registered Vehicles in California Total Registered Vehicles in Nevada
22,310,000        1,347,704        

Gallons per Vehicle Gallons per Vehicle
615                    613                  

Reg. Veh 1997 Gallons Tax Raised Reg. Veh 1997 Gallons Tax Raised
Alameda 1,019,442       626,942,299         6,269,423        Washoe 237,503          145,506,422      1,455,064      
SF 418,510          257,377,685         2,573,777        Carson City 47,915            29,355,167        293,552         
Contra Costa 713,777          438,962,681         4,389,627        Douglas 40,401            24,751,708        247,517         
Santa Clara 1,304,703       802,373,748         8,023,737        325,819          199,613,297      1,996,133      
Solano 280,811          172,694,762         1,726,948        
San Mateo 637,389          391,985,150         3,919,851        
Marin 212,258          130,535,645         1,305,356        
Napa 108,149          66,510,093           665,101           
Sonoma 389,761          239,697,459         2,396,975        
Sacto 860,795          529,376,655         5,293,767        
El Dorado 148,121          91,092,304           910,923           
Placer 214,709          132,042,975         1,320,430        

6,308,425       3,879,591,457      38,795,915      
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2EGISTERED�6EHICLE�&EE�-ETHODOLOGY�IN�.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�AND�.EVADA
#OUNTIES�IN�"ASIN�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�OF�REGISTERED�VEHICLES�IN����.ORTHERN�#ALIFORNIA�#OUNTIES�AND
.EVADA�#OUNTIES�IN�"ASIN�

�� !PPLY����FEE�ON�TOTAL�REGISTERED�VEHICLES�

3OURCE���$-6��#!�AND�.6�



% change vehicle regis.
1994 1997 % change 1994 1997 %change

Alameda 1,025,157      1,019,442      -0.56% Washoe 211,468      237,503      12.31%
SF 423,024         418,510         -1.07% Carson 42,298        47,915        13.28%
Contra Costa 721,504         713,777         -1.07% Douglas 35,464        40,401        13.92%
Santa Clara 1,282,183      1,304,703      1.76% 289,230      325,819      12.65%
Solano 284,093         280,811         -1.16%
San Mateo 662,797         637,389         -3.83%
Marin 217,851         212,258         -2.57%
Napa 108,959         108,149         -0.74%
Sonoma 389,263         389,761         0.13%
Sacto 904,094         860,795         -4.79%
El Dorado 146,859         148,121         0.86%
Placer 203,829         214,709         5.34%

6,369,613      6,308,425      -0.96%
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6ISITOR�$AYS�-ETHODOLOGY

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�NUMBER�AND�TYPE�OF�VISITORS�IN�BASIN�ANNUALLY�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�PERCENTAGE�OF�VISITORS�BY�ORIGIN�PER�SEASON�

�� /BTAIN�DATA�ON�AVERAGE�VISITOR�NIGHTS�PER�ORIGIN�PER�SEASON�

�� #ONDUCT�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�ON�NUMBER�OF�VISITOR�NIGHTS�PER�SEASON�TO�GET�OVERALL�AVERAGE
VISITOR�NIGHTS�PER�SEASON�

�� !SSUME�����VISITORS�COME�DURING�&ALL������DURING�WINTER��AND�����DURING�SUMMER�
BASED�ON�HISTORICAL�PROPORTION�OF�VISITOR�DAYS�

�� #ONDUCT�WEIGHTED�AVERAGE�TO�GET�OVERALL�AVERAGE�NUMBER�OF�NIGHTS�PER�YEAR�

�� $ETERMINE�NUMBER�OF�ANNUAL�VISITOR�DAYS�BY�MULTIPLYING�NUMBER�OF�OVERNIGHT�VISITORS
BY�AVERAGE�NUMBER�OF�NIGHTS��THEN�ADDING�DAY�VISITORS�AND�LOCAL�RESIDENT�VISITORS�

3OURCE���3,4�#HAMBER�OF�#OMMERCE�������.ORTH�,AKE�4AHOE�2ESORT�!SSOCIATION�6ISITOR
0ROFILE�������420!�4HRESHOLD�%VALUATION�3TUDY�



Calculations for Visitor Days

Type of Visitors # of visitors
Overnight Visitors 1,800,000      
Day Visitors (20% 
of total) 430,000         
Local Residents 53,000           
Total Visitors/Yr 2,283,000      

Source:  SLT Chamber of Commerce

Visitor Origins per Season

Winter Summer Fall
Northern California 50% 39% 33%
Southern/Central 
California 12% 20% 26%
Other States 33% 33% 35%
Foreign 5% 8% 6%

100% 100% 100%

Source:  N. Lake Tahoe Resort Assoc. Survey 1997.

Average night stays

Winter Summer Fall
Northern California 3.0 2.8 3.4
Southern/Central 
California 3.6 3.2 4.1
Other States 4.5 3.9 4.2
Other States/ 
Foreign 6.5 5.2 7.7

17.6 15.1 19.4

Source:  N. Lake Tahoe Resort Assoc. Survey 1997.

Weighted Avg. for # of nights per season.

Winter
Avg. #nights = NorCal visitors (avg nights) + SoCal visitors (avg. nights)+…

3.7

Summer
3.4

Fall
4.1

Assume 

35% of visitor nights during Winter
45% of visitor nights during Summer

Weighted Avg. for Overall number of nights
= .20(avg. fall nights) + .35(avg. winter nights) + .45(avg. summer nights)

3.7

Visitor Days
Days = (Overall Avg. nights * # overnight visitors)+day visitors+locals

7,106,010             

20% of visitor nights during Fall, based on estimated 
proportion of historical visitor days.
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#URRENT�REVENUE�ESTIMATES�THAT�COULD�GO�TO�%)0�0ROJECTS��OR�ARE�EARMARKED�FOR�CONSTRUCTION�IN�THE
BASIN�

Local Sources
Yr. 1997 Yr. 1998 Balance

TRPA Year end
balance

Additions

WQ Mitigation Fees 2,948,799 -140,167
SEZ Restoration 1,519,779 199,149
AQ Mitigation Fees 1,397,558 306,932
Bitterbrush Settlement 506,035 -407,981
Shorezone Mitigation Fees 30,014 25,806
Rental Car Mitigation Fees 22,221 -6,321
Other 212,454

Subtotal 6,424,407 189,872 6,614,279 Avail. revenues

City of South Lake Tahoe Yr. 1997 Yr. 1998 Yr. 1999 Total
Signal Modification; Right

Turn Lane at Ski Run
            400,000       400,000

Bijou Area Water Quality         2,000,000    2,000,000
East Pioneer Trail         1,000,000    1,000,000

Sierra Tract Residential             750,000       750,000
Trout Creek-Pioneer to Black

Bart SEZ Restoration
    1,200,000    1,200,000

Operations and Maintenance  159,000

Subtotal 400,000 3,750,000 1,200,000 6,509,000

Douglas County

Water District Fund             400,000
Tahoe-Douglas Trans. District             880,102

Erosion Control in Tahoe Basin             479,000
Subtotal         1,759,102 for Basin construction projects in 1997-98
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Placer County

Tahoe City Urban Improvement
Project

       10,200,000

Erosion Control Projects          7,500,000 Programmed per year
Operations and Maintenance               85,000 Sealing per year

Subtotal       17,700,000

North Lake Tahoe Resort
Association

        6,000,000 TOT collections for 6 years

Tahoe City PUD            500,000 spent on EIP Projects per year

Washoe County

Crystal Bay Beautification
Program

        1,600,000

South Tahoe PUD

Pump Stations/Soil Restoration
at Upper Truckee

            200,000

Sewer agencies study               10,000
Subtotal            210,000 funds for construction

CTS Mitigation Fund  as of 12/31/97

Total Amount Due per MOU          1,030,033 Goal

MOU Payments to Date             538,699
Payments to CTS outside of

MOU
              95,000

Distributions to S. Shore TMA             137,880
Balance:            495,819 funds available

GRAND TOTAL  $   41,388,200
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List of People Communicated With

Name Title Agency
1 Bob McComber Park Supervisor CA State Parks, Sierra District Park &

Recreation
2 Staff Customer Service Caesars
3 Staff Customer

Communications
California Department of Motor
Vehicles

4 Staff MIS/Forecasting California Department of Motor
Vehicles

5 Tom McDonald Fuel Technology California Energy Commission
6 Dennis Machita Executive Director California Tahoe Conservancy
7 Ray Lacey Staff California Tahoe Conservancy
8 Staff Customer Service Cal-Neva
9 Charles Price Engineer/Electronic Toll Caltrans, District 4

10 Staff Campground by the Lake
11 Joy Lyons Parking Superintendent City of Monterey, Monterey County
12 Pam Finance City of Monterey, Monterey County
13 Bruce Budman Accounting City of South Lake Tahoe
14 Mary Kaye Planner City of South Lake Tahoe
15 Tim Oliver Engineer City of South Lake Tahoe
16 Scott Rogers Street Superintendent City of South Lake Tahoe
17 Staff Finance City of St. Helena, Napa County
18 Staff Building Department El Dorado County
19 Carol Glatfelter Transportation El Dorado County Transportation

Commission
20 Staff Customer Service Harrahs
21 Staff Customer Service Harvey’s
22 Staff Customer Service Horizon
23 Dennis Erickson Engineer Hyatt Regency
24 Steve Facility Superintendent Incline Village General Improvement

District Park & Recreation
25 Lea Kaufman Principal Kaufman Planning
26 Parking attendant Kings Beach Park and Recreation
27 Staff Various Marinas Lake Tahoe Basin
28 Sharon Dendanio Staff Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority
29 Gordon Shaw Principal Leigh, Scott & Cleary, Inc.
30 Tom Clausen Bridge Manager Metropolitan Transportation

Commission
31 Staff Records Section Nevada Department of Motor Vehicles
32 Tanya Vessel Registration Nevada Department of Wildlife
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33 Dave Ziegler Senior Research
Analyst

Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau

34 Brad Kosh Park Supervisor Nevada State Parks, Sand Harbor
35 Phil McKenney Executive Director North Lake Tahoe Resort Association
36 Ron McIntyre Chairman North Lake Tahoe Resort Association
37 Staff North Tahoe Marina
38 Staff Obexers Marina
39 John Hassenplug General Manager North Tahoe Public Utility District
40 Staff 17-mile drive Pebble Beach Company, Monterey
41 Staff Building Department Placer County
42 Bob Costa Engineering Placer County
43 Staff Planning Department Placer County, Tahoe Office
44 Katie Revenue Services Placer County
45 Clark Newton Roads Department Placer County
46 Julie Williams Accounting & Finance Reno-Sparks Convention Bureau
47 Staff Ski Run Marina
48 Bob Baer General Manager South Tahoe Public Utility District
49 Jeff Reynolds Research State Board of Equalization
50 Carl Ribando Principal Strategic Marketing Group
51 Wayne Cromwell Engineer Tahoe Biltmore
52 Staff Tahoe City Marina
53 Cindy Gustafson Dir. of Resource Dev.

And Community
Relations

Tahoe City Public Utility District

54 Andrew Strain Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
55 Carl Hasty Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
56 Colleen Shades Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
57 David Atkins GIS Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
58 Gabby Barrett Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
59 Jim Allison Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
60 Pam Drum Public Info. Officer Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
61 Richard Wiggins Planning Staff Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
62 Staff Tahoe Valley Campgrounds
63 Don Lane Forester United States Forest Service
64 Staff Zephyr Cove Marina
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Document
Sources

1 CA State Board of Equalization, Annual
Reports.

2 California Tahoe Conservancy, Progress
Report.

3 Caltrans Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast
4 Caltrans Traffic

Volumes
5 Douglas County, "FY 97-98 Adopted Operating and Capital Budget".
6 Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan EIR/EIS.
7 LSC, "South Shore Parking Strategy Study".
8 LTVA 1997 Visitor Profile Summary
9 McDonald and Smart, Inc. "Tahoe Regional General Plan Implementation: Financial

Feasibility".
10 Nevada Department of Transportation Traffic

Volumes
11 Nevada Taxpayers Association, "Nevada

Tax Facts"
12 North Lake Tahoe Resort Association, "North Lake Tahoe Visitor Profile Summary,

1997".
13 South Lake Tahoe Chamber of Commerce, "Lake Tahoe Economy Dollar Volume

Estimates."
14 State of Nevada, Department of Taxation, Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1996-97
15 State Water Resources Control Board, "Alternative Funding Concepts for Water

Quality and Water Rights Programs in California".
16 Tahoe Truckee Regional Economic Coalition, "Baseline Economic Indicators (1991-

1994)."
17 TRPA Draft 1998 RTP Update
18 TRPA, "1991 Threshold Evaluation".
19 TRPA, "1994 Regional Transportation Plan, Volume II"
20 TRPA, "1997 Affordable Housing Needs Assessment Fair Share Report".
21 TRPA, "Environmental Improvement Program for the Lake Tahoe Region".
22 TRPA, "Fallen Leaf Lake/Emerald Bay Transportation Study".
23 TRPA, "Watercraft Survey, Chapter 2"
24 Various Tahoe Tourist Brochures and

Pamphlets


